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Executive Summary 

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) commissioned a study of the 
U.S. Highway 40 (US 40) corridor between Milepost (MP) 21 near Heber City in 
Wasatch County, Utah, to MP 157 near Jensen in Uintah County, Utah. A study 
of this 136-mile-long highway segment was prompted by recent and anticipated 
commercial and residential growth in the region and the resulting need to address 
existing issues and to adequately plan for future transportation along the corridor. 

Through the US 40 Corridor Study, UDOT documented the safety, congestion, 
and operation of US 40 and the economic vitality, environmental, and land-use 
impacts that affect corridor operation and safety. To focus data collection and 
analysis, the project team divided the corridor into eight segments. The overall 
intent of the study was to develop and prioritize a list of projects that UDOT 
could implement over the next 30 years. The resulting recommendations (53 
projects and nine plans) reflect UDOT’s vision, goals, and objectives for the 
corridor and input from residents and stakeholders. 

This report describes the study process and presents the results in the following 
six chapters: 

• Chapter 1: Introduction 

• Chapter 2: General Description of the Study Corridor 

• Chapter 3: Study Corridor Segment Details 

• Chapter 4: Public Involvement 

• Chapter 5: Project and Policy Recommendations 

• Chapter 6: Implementation Plan and Cost Estimates 

References cited in the text are listed in Chapter 7. This report also contains 
seven appendices that provide supporting information. 
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Chapter 1 introduces the study concept, describes the US 40 segments that were 
evaluated, and outlines UDOT’s vision, goals, and objectives for the corridor. 
The following eight segments were evaluated: 

• Segment 1: Daniels Canyon 

• Segment 2: Daniels Summit to Western Limit of Duchesne 

• Segment 3: Duchesne Urban Area 

• Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne to Western Limit of Roosevelt 

• Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Urban Areas 

• Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard to Western Limit of Vernal 

• Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Urban Areas 

• Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples to State Route (SR) 149 

Chapter 2 describes the US 40 corridor in general, including the environmental 
setting, land use and demographics in the study area, existing roadway 
characteristics, and transportation plans that currently apply to the corridor. 

Chapter 3 describes the corridor in greater detail by looking closely at each of 
the eight segments. The chapter describes the existing environmental and 
roadway conditions of each segment and provides information about how each 
segment is expected to operate in the future. 

Chapter 4 provides information about UDOT’s extensive public involvement 
process during the corridor study. The chapter describes how the corridor study 
team interacted with stakeholders, agencies, the Ute Tribe, and the general 
public. 

Chapter 5 presents project, plan, and policy recommendations for the US 40 
study corridor and describes how the recommendations were formulated. The 53 
project recommendations include, but are not limited to, intersection 
improvements, passing-lane construction, highway widening, and signage 
improvements. The plan recommendations also list nine specific planning 
activities that UDOT should consider pursuing to address corridor-wide issues or 
issues that require coordination with local, state, and federal agencies. Policy 
recommendations focus on how UDOT might want to manage the corridor, 
especially in situations where coordination with other agencies is needed. Table 
ES-1 below summarizes the recommendations presented in detail in Chapter 5. 

ES-2 | Executive Summary  December 2007 



 

Table ES-1. Summary of Recommendations 
for the US 40 Corridor Study Area 

Type of Project 
Number of 

Projects 

Segment 1: Daniels Canyon 

Passing Lane 2 
Technology/Information 2 

Total for Segment 4 

Segment 2: Daniels Summit to Western Limit of Duchesne 

Passing Lane 10 
Intersection 1 
Turn Lane 1 
Bridge 1 
Technology/Information 1 

Total for Segment 15 

Segment 3: Duchesne Urban Area 

Intersection 1 
Total for Segment 1 

Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne to Western Limit of 
Roosevelt 

Passing Lane 6 
Turn Lane 1 
Interchange 3 
Widening 1 

Total for Segment 11 

Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Urban Areas 

Passing Lane 1 
Intersection  2 
Widening 1 
Bicycle/Pedestrian 1 

Total for Segment 5 

Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard to Western Limit of Vernal 

Passing Lane 4 
Intersection 2 
Interchange 2 
Widening 1 

Total for Segment 9 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Recommendations 
for the US 40 Corridor Study Area 

Type of Project 
Number of 

Projects 

Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Urban Areas 

Intersection 3 
Total for Segment 3 

Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples to SR 149 

Passing Lane 2 
Turn Lane 1 

Total for Segment 3 

Multiple or All Segments 

Bicycle/Pedestrian 1 
Technology/Information 3 
Safety/Emergency Response 3 
Access/Routing 3 
Drainage 2 
Wildlife 1 

Total  11 

Chapter 6 includes a strategy for project implementation and cost estimates for 
15 of the recommended construction projects. The implementation plan reviews 
how and when the projects might be constructed on a project segment basis and 
makes recommendations for how the projects might be phased. The cost 
estimates, which are very preliminary calculations of construction cost based on 
2007 dollars, give UDOT and the public an idea of how much some of the top-
priority projects might cost to construct. 

 



 

Chapter 1:  Introduction 

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) recognizes the importance of 
the U.S. Highway 40 (US 40) corridor to northeast Utah and is committed to 
meeting the long-term needs of the public and to ensuring the continued 
efficiency of this route. UDOT commissioned this report to document the results 
of a study that addressed the safety, congestion, and operation of US 40 and the 
economic vitality, environmental, and land-use impacts that affect corridor 
operation and safety. 

The US 40 Corridor Study was planned and reviewed using a collaborative 
process. UDOT was aided by affected local governments, related agencies, 
motorists, property owners, and business operators with an interest in the present 
and future operation of US 40. Throughout the planning and review process, 
UDOT asked for information from local communities and corridor residents 
regarding any planned or needed repairs, renovations, or major roadway 
maintenance activities that could significantly affect the operation of US 40. 

The purpose of the US 40 Corridor Study is to develop and prioritize a list of 
projects that UDOT could implement over the next 30 years. The resulting 
project lists combine UDOT’s vision, goals, and objectives for the corridor with 
input from residents and other stakeholders. The projects are general in nature 
and do not include detailed engineering. UDOT expects that, once projects are 
funded, it will conduct the appropriate environmental reviews and engineering 
processes. Once more in-depth analyses and planning are completed, UDOT 
might modify the projects identified in this study based on more specific project 
information. 

Note that the main input for the projects identified in this study came from the 
people who use US 40 on a daily basis and understand the key issues. UDOT’s 
extensive public involvement program included coordination with local 
governments, major land managers, oil and gas industry representatives, 
regulatory agency representatives, and—most importantly—the general public. 
Through the public involvement program, stakeholders identified specific issues 
and UDOT turned these issues into projects. UDOT then confirmed the need for 
these projects with quantitative data such as traffic conditions and accident 
locations. 

UDOT presented the project lists to the public during open houses, which 
allowed residents and stakeholders to comment on and make suggestions for the 
content of the lists. At the final open house, the public generally felt that the 
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project lists captured the key areas that need improvement along US 40 and that 
UDOT has taken a valuable first step in planning the future of US 40. 

1.1 Overview of U.S. Highway 40 

US 40 is an east-west United States highway that travels through 12 states from 
Utah to New Jersey. The U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) identifies US 40 as part of the National Highway 
System (NHS). The U.S. Department of Transportation includes in the NHS 
roads that are important for the nation’s economy, defense, and mobility. States 
are encouraged to focus on these high-priority routes and to concentrate on 
improving them with federal-aid funds. 

In Utah, US 40 provides access to areas that support industries that are important 
to the state’s economy, such as oil and gas mining, and to many recreation areas, 
such as Dinosaur National Monument, Flaming Gorge, national forest land, and 
Bureau of Land Management land. UDOT is the primary manager of the 
highway in Utah. 

This corridor study focuses on the section of US 40 in Utah between Tammy 
Lane, just east of Heber City at about Milepost (MP) 21 in Wasatch County, and 
State Route (SR) 149, just west of Jensen at about MP 157 in Uintah1 County. 
The 136-mile-long stretch of road traverses a mountain canyon and Daniels 
Summit on the west before dropping into the Uintah Basin near Strawberry 
Reservoir. The road travels through portions of three counties: Wasatch, 
Duchesne, and Uintah. Figure 1-1, US 40 Study Corridor, shows the extent of the 
corridor study area. 

Ongoing development trends in the Uintah Basin prompted UDOT to initiate this 
study. UDOT’s intent was to develop a plan that identifies, prioritizes, and 
schedules needed roadway infrastructure improvements to US 40. This report 
summarizes the existing and future conditions of the US 40 corridor and 
identifies projects that will address needs over the next 30 years to about 2035. 

1.2 Study Process 

The project team began the study process by gathering information about the 
current condition of the 136-mile-long corridor. To focus the data collection and 

                                                      
1 The word Uintah is spelled two different ways, depending on the reference. Most references use Uintah, though Wasatch 

County and the U.S. Forest Service use the spelling Uinta, and the river by that name is the Uinta River. 

1-2 | Chapter 1: Introduction  December 2007 



 

analysis, the team divided the corridor into eight segments (see Section 1.3, 
Corridor Segments, for a description). Data were collected on existing road 
conditions, such as right-of-way width and passing lane locations; recent accident 
histories; existing environmental conditions, such as the presence of sensitive 
species or habitats; current traffic volumes; and current trucking patterns along 
the corridor. 

UDOT sought input from corridor stakeholders and the public during this 
information-gathering process as a way to verify and supplement the data and to 
help shape the agency’s vision and goals for the corridor. The result of data 
gathering and public input was a list of issues and problem areas along US 40. 
This report summarizes the data gathered, the public involvement process, and 
the proposed solutions by segment. 

During the study process, representatives of several cities along the corridor 
requested that the evaluation should consider having US 40 bypass the cities as a 
way to reduce traffic in downtown areas. Because the US 40 Corridor Study is 
intended to focus on the existing US 40 mainline, the evaluation of bypasses is 
outside the scope of the study. Cities were instead encouraged to independently 
evaluate bypasses. This corridor study addresses some of the issues that 
contribute to local congestion, but does not propose any off-route solutions. Even 
though bypasses were not included in this corridor study, UDOT and the cities 
can still partner to address truck routing issues. 

1.2.1 National Environmental Policy Act Coordination 

This corridor study does not include analysis in support of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. UDOT will conduct NEPA 
analyses of future projects identified in this report on a case-by-case basis as 
project planning progresses and as needed. 

Projects that are planned and/or constructed using federal funds or that require 
federal approval must comply with the provisions of NEPA. NEPA requires an 
analysis of a proposed action and the disclosure of impacts to the natural and 
human environments that could occur as a result of project construction. A 
responsible federal agency leads a NEPA analysis, though other agencies can 
cooperate with the lead agency if a project might affect resources under their 
jurisdiction(s). Typically, FHWA is the lead agency for NEPA analyses 
involving roadway projects that receive federal transportation funds. In the case 
of US 40, FHWA also has NEPA authority over actions that require functional 
classification actions (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 470A). 
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1.3 Corridor Segments 

This study focuses on eight distinct segments along the corridor (see Figure 1-2, 
US 40 Corridor Study Segments). The segments were selected based on general 
land-use patterns and geographic location. The segments are described below. 

Segment 1: Project Start (MP 21) to Daniels Summit (MP 34). This 13-mile-
long segment passes through mostly undeveloped land in Wasatch County and 
travels the length of Daniels Canyon. Most land along the roadway is managed 
by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). 

Segment 2: Daniels Summit (MP 34) to the Western Duchesne City Limit 
(MP 86). This segment, which is 52 miles long, passes through mostly 
undeveloped land in Wasatch and Duchesne Counties. Most land between 
Daniels Summit and Strawberry Reservoir is managed by USFS, though there is 
some private recreational development around the reservoir. Between the eastern 
side of the reservoir and western Duchesne County, the corridor passes through 
state-owned land (wildlife management areas) and private land. Most of the land 
between the Wasatch County–Duchesne County line and the city of Duchesne is 
privately owned, with the exception of land around Starvation Reservoir, which 
is managed as a state park. 

Segment 3: Incorporated Area of Duchesne (MPs 86 to 88). This 2-mile-long 
segment in Duchesne County consists of that portion of the corridor within the 
Duchesne city limits. Development is typical of that found in rural towns. The 
land along the highway is primarily dedicated to commercial uses, though there 
is some residential and industrial development. Duchesne High School is located 
on the highway at MP 86.3. 

Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne (MP 88) to the Western Limit of 
Roosevelt (MP 112). This 24-mile-long segment covers an area dominated by 
private and tribal land. This area supports some agricultural production and 
limited oil and gas development. The segment is entirely within Duchesne 
County. 

Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Incorporated Areas (MPs 112 to 119). This 
segment, which is 7 miles long, encompasses the area within the incorporated 
limits of the cities of Roosevelt and Ballard. The Duchesne County–Uintah 
County line marks the political division between Roosevelt and Ballard, but the 
area functions as a single, more urbanized area. Development along US 40 is 
dominated by commercial uses, though there is some residential development 
interspersed along the segment. Todd Elementary School and Union High School 
are situated on the south side of US 40 at MP 115.3. 

1-4 | Chapter 1: Introduction  December 2007 



 

Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard (MP 119) to the Western Limit of Vernal 
(MP 142). This 23-mile-long segment is characterized by tribal land and private 
land in the western half and by state-owned land and land administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in the eastern half. There is some oil-and-
gas-related development along the highway, though most wells are south of 
US 40 on tribal and BLM-administered land. This segment is entirely within 
Uintah County. 

Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Incorporated Areas (MPs 142 to 149). This 
7-mile-long segment is dominated by the urban development normally associated 
with rural cities. Commercial and industrial development is present immediately 
adjacent to the highway, with limited residential development interspersed 
throughout. 

Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples (MP 149) to Project End (MP 157). This 
segment, which is 8 miles long, is mostly under private ownership and is 
characterized by rural residential and agricultural development. State-owned land 
abuts the highway just west of Jensen and supports some oil and gas wells. 

1.4 Corridor Vision, Goals, and Objectives 

As part of the corridor study process, UDOT formed a vision for the US 40 
corridor and identified goals and objectives that support this vision. 

1.4.1 Vision 

The US 40 corridor will provide a safe travel route for local, regional, and 
through traffic to meet private and commercial needs. 

• The corridor design will accommodate the needs of all travel types 
including passenger vehicles, recreational vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians, as well as the unique design and construction requirements 
of large trucks that serve the expanding oil and gas industry in the Uintah 
Basin. 

• The corridor will have enough capacity to minimize congestion and 
facilitate safe passing of vehicles on hills and in congested areas. 

• Corridor intersections will be designed and constructed to accommodate 
safe access onto and off of the corridor for all vehicle types and sizes, 
especially those intersections used by large trucks to access oil and gas 
development and mining sites. 

• The corridor will be designed and managed to minimize impacts to the 
adjacent natural, historical, cultural, physical, and human environments. 
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1.4.2 Goals and Objectives 

Safety: Provide a safe transportation facility for all modes of travel. 

Objectives: 

• Provide an adequate number and length of passing lanes. 

• Provide an adequate number of pull-offs to meet traveler emergency 
needs. 

• Provide adequate intersection treatments at congested intersections. 

• Stripe and sign the roadway to guide and encourage safe passing. 

• Provide for vehicle speed management and enforcement. 

• Provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities that safely accommodate demand. 

• Use intelligent transportation system (ITS) technology. 

Capacity and Congestion: Provide enough capacity to minimize delay 
throughout the corridor through 2030. 

Objectives: 

• Provide an adequate number of travel lanes to minimize congestion. 

• Provide dedicated turn lanes where traffic volumes cause congestion or 
unsafe conditions. 

Design and Operation: Provide roadway improvements to safely and 
efficiently move vehicles and to accommodate movement along US 40 
for all vehicle types. 

Objectives: 

• Provide an adequate shoulder width to meet standards, where 
appropriate. 

• Provide sufficient intersection geometrics for all vehicle types. 

• Provide traffic signals, where warranted. 

• Provide adequate sight distance to facilitate safe access to and from the 
corridor. 
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Growth and Development: Provide corridor roadway improvements 
with adequate access to support the traffic demands of current and 
planned land uses (commercial, industrial, recreation-related) 
throughout the corridor. 

Objective: 

• Facilitate appropriate access control and management. 

Environment: Provide a context-sensitive solution and minimize the 
environmental impacts to the natural and built environments along 
the corridor. 

Objectives: 

• Address roadway stormwater runoff control. 

• Avoid and/or minimize impacts to adjacent wetlands. 

• Avoid and/or minimize impacts to adjacent natural, physical, 
archeological, historical, cultural, and human resources. 

Oil and Gas Industry Demands: Address traffic demands and unique 
roadway design needs generated by the oil and gas industry. 

Objective: 

• Design and maintain the roadway to withstand the impacts of 
commercial truck traffic. 

Economic Development, Tourism, and Recreational Demands: 
Support current and future economic development, tourism, and 
recreation in the region. 

Objectives: 

• Provide necessary and appropriate signage to meet directional and 
informational needs. 

• Facilitate the construction of west-end corridor restroom facilities to 
meet seasonal travel demand. 
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1.5 Document Organization 

This corridor study report includes the following chapters: 

• Chapter 1: Introduction 
• Chapter 2: General Description of the Study Corridor 
• Chapter 3: Study Corridor Segment Details 
• Chapter 4: Public Involvement 
• Chapter 5: Project and Policy Recommendations 
• Chapter 6: Implementation Plan and Cost Estimates 
• Chapter 7: References 

1.5.1 Supporting Documents 

This corridor study report incorporates information from the following 
supporting documents: 

• Technical Report of Existing Environmental Conditions in Support of the 
US 40 Corridor Study; prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc., June 2007 

• US 40 Corridor Study Crash History and Analysis in Support of the 
US 40 Corridor Study; prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc., June 2007 

• Existing Facility Conditions Report in Support of the US 40 Corridor 
Study; prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc., July 2007 

• Oil and Gas Truck Traffic Impacts on US 40 Corridor, Utah, in Support 
of the US 40 Corridor Study; prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc., July 
2007 

These documents are attached to this report as Appendix A, Supporting 
Technical Studies.



 

December 2007 Chapter 1: Introduction | 1-9 

 

Figure 1-1. US 40 Study Corridor 
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Figure 1-2. US 40 Corridor Study Segments 



 

Chapter 2:  General Description of the Study 
Corridor 

2.1 Selection of the Study Corridor 

Increased oil and gas mining in the Uintah Basin has resulted in an increase in 
truck traffic along US 40. Increased truck volumes have changed the traffic 
conditions on US 40, especially between the eastern limits of Heber City in 
Wasatch County and the town of Jensen in Uintah County. Lands that are 
adjacent to or are accessed by this stretch of highway are targets for drilling and 
exploration for oil and gas. 

UDOT selected the section of US 40 between MP 21 and MP 157 for study 
primarily because of the changing traffic conditions. This section of US 40 
differs from the sections to the east and west. 

• West of the study corridor and MP 21, US 40 travels through the fast-
growing Heber City–Midway area. Although this highway segment is 
somewhat rural, it is close to urban areas, including the Salt Lake and 
Utah Valleys, so it would be better addressed in a separate study that 
focuses on the needs of a more urban corridor. 

• The eastern project terminus, at State Route (SR) 149 near the town of 
Jensen, was selected based on traffic patterns. Most traffic, including that 
related to oil and gas development and well operations, accesses US 40 
west of this point. Although there is some pass-through traffic that 
continues east on US 40 into Colorado, the bulk of the traffic that affects 
the function of the road on this section of US 40 originates from major 
connecting roads, such as SR 88 between Roosevelt and Vernal. 

2.2 Environmental Setting 

The study corridor passes through a variety of natural environments. The corridor 
begins at the mouth of Daniels Canyon in Wasatch County at about 5,900 feet 
above mean sea level. After traveling up the canyon to Daniels Summit (7,900 
feet elevation), the highway drops into the Strawberry Valley on the western 
edge of the Uintah Basin. The basin, which is a large, elongate, bowl-shaped 
landform, generally ranges between 5,000 and 5,500 feet in elevation (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Topographic and Engineering Center 2006). East of 
Strawberry Reservoir, elevations along the highway continue to decline and level 
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out at about 5,500 feet near Duchesne. The elevation of the corridor generally 
remains between about 5,100 feet and 5,300 feet between Duchesne and Vernal. 
East of Vernal, the elevation drops to about 4,700 feet to the Green River. 

The following sections summarize the natural environment along the corridor. 
Detailed information about the environmental setting of the US 40 study corridor 
is available in the Technical Report of Existing Environmental Conditions in 
Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007a). 

2.2.1 Geology and Soils 

2.2.1.1 Geology 

In general, the geologic formations along US 40 are relatively simple. The study 
corridor passes through a number of poorly understood Quaternary fault systems 
but is dominated by the Uintah Basin landform. The study corridor begins in a 
transition area of rock that dates from the older Mississippian period (in and 
around Heber City) to younger Quaternary rock (in the mountains between Heber 
City and Strawberry Valley). The transition area is defined in part by a portion of 
the Round Valley Fault System, which consists of northwest-to east-trending 
normal faults bounding the northeastern and southwestern margins of Round 
Valley. This fault system currently has no sense of movement, and the most 
recent significant activity probably occurred in the middle and late Quaternary 
period. 

Moving east, the geology transitions from Quaternary to older Tertiary rock in 
the Strawberry Valley. This area is defined by the Strawberry Fault System. 
These faults, which are prominently expressed on the surface and in bedrock, are 
east-west-trending normal faults and show no sense of movement. The most 
recent significant movement probably occurred in the Quaternary period. 

Once the corridor enters the Strawberry Valley, it is in the Uintah Basin. The 
geology of the basin is dominated by Eocene rock and younger alluvium and 
colluvium formed during the Tertiary period. The structural axis of the Uintah 
Basin trends east-west and is about 10 miles north of the topographic low 
(followed by the Duchesne River). The highway corridor follows sections of 
younger Quaternary rock that are associated with the Duchesne River between 
the cities of Duchesne and Roosevelt. Quaternary rock also occurs around Vernal 
and near the eastern terminus near the Green River. 

The corridor passes near the southern limit of an additional small fault, the 
Stinking Springs Fault, east of the Strawberry Fault System but still on the 
western edge of the basin north of the highway. This north-trending fault has no 
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sense of movement; the most recent movement probably occurred in the late 
Quaternary period. The Duchesne–Pleasant Valley Fault System, which consists 
of suspected Quaternary faults, occurs southeast of Duchesne and south of 
US 40. 

Specific areas along US 40 could exhibit instability (such as localized 
landslides); these local conditions are not discussed in this report. Though the 
geologic conditions along US 40 appear to be generally stable, planning for and 
construction of individual improvement projects would require more detailed 
geotechnical investigations. 

2.2.1.2 Soils 

Soil surveys from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) were 
used to obtain information about the soils along US 40, but these surveys cover 
only part of the study corridor. The Soil Survey of Heber Valley Area, Utah – 
Parts of Wasatch and Utah Counties (USDA SCS 1976) contains information 
about soils between the western terminus of the project and about the top of 
Daniels Summit (project Segment 1). The Soil Survey of Uintah Area, Utah – 
Parts of Daggett, Grand, and Uintah Counties (NRCS 2003) includes 
information about soils between the Duchesne County–Uintah County line and 
the eastern project terminus in Jensen (project Segments 6 through 8). Land 
between Daniels Summit and the Duchesne County–Uintah County line was 
surveyed in the 1920s and 1950s, but reports of the resulting soils data are not 
available. 

Table 2.2-1 below summarizes the available data on soil types along the corridor 
that are classified as hydric, prime farmland, or farmland of statewide importance 
(that is, special-status soils). The types, or map units, are generally presented as 
they occur from west to east. A complete list of soils found along the corridor can 
be found in the Technical Report of Existing Environmental Conditions in 
Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007a). The special-status soils listed 
in Table 2.2-1 are indicators of conditions that would require special 
consideration during the planning for future highway improvement projects.  
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Table 2.2-1. Special-Status Soils along the Study Corridor 

Soil Map Unit Name (Identifier) Location and Characteristic(s) 

Holmes gravelly loam (Hr) • Along highway low in Daniels Canyon 
• Farmland of statewide importance 

Kovich loam, deep water table variant (Km) • Along Daniels Creek low in Daniels Canyon 
• Farmland of statewide importance 
• Hydric 

Clegg loam, 3–6% slopes (CgB) • Along highway and a tributary stream low in Daniels Canyon 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Clegg loam, 6–15% slopes (CgC) • Along highway low in Daniels Canyon 
• Farmland of statewide importance 

Fluventic Haploborolls (FA) • Along highway and Daniels Creek in Daniels Canyon 
• Hydric  

Sessions clay loam, 5–15% slopes (SEC) • Along highway in Daniels Canyon 
• Hydric 

Turzo-Umbo complex, 0–4% slopes (243) • Ballard/Fort Duchesne and Vernal/Naples areas of Uintah 
County 

• Hydric 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Stygee clay loam, 0–1% slopes (221) • Ballard area, western Uintah County and east of Fort Duchesne 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Umbo silty clay loam, 0–2% slopes (252) • Ballard area, western Uintah County 
• Hydric  

Ohtog-Parohtog complex, 0–2% slopes (166) • Scattered locations between Duchesne County–Uintah County 
line and Vernal 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Ohtog-Parohtog complex, 2–4% slopes (167) • Ballard area, western Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Shotnick-Walkup complex, 0–2% slopes (209) • Ballard area, western Uintah County and east of Fort Duchesne 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Greybull-Utaline-Badland complex, 8–50% slopes (94) • Ballard and Naples/Jensen areas of Uintah County 
• Hydric  

Blackston loam, 0–2% slopes (23) • Fort Duchesne and Naples/Jensen areas of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Boreham loam, 0–2% slopes (27) • Fort Duchesne area, western Uintah County; Vernal/Naples 
area of Uintah County 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Blackston loam, 2–4% slopes (24) • Fort Duchesne and Naples areas of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Nakoy loamy fine sand, 1–5% slopes (160) • Fort Duchesne area, western Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 
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Table 2.2-1. Special-Status Soils along the Study Corridor 

Soil Map Unit Name (Identifier) Location and Characteristic(s) 

Robido-Uver complex, 1–4% slopes (192) • Along Uinta River near Fort Duchesne 
• Hydric 

Yarts fine sandy loam, 2–4% slopes (280) • Along sand washes between Fort Duchesne and Vernal 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Turzo-Umbo complex, 2–4% slopes (244) • Vernal area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Green River loam, 0–2% slopes, rarely flooded (89) • Vernal/Naples area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Shotnick sandy loam, 2–4% slopes (206) • Vernal/Naples area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Nolava-Nolava, wet complex, 0–2% slopes (162) • Vernal/Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Nolava-Nolava, wet complex, 2–4% slopes (163) • Vernal/Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Umbo clay loam, 0–2% slopes (251) • Vernal/Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Wyasket loam, 0–2% slopes (275) • Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Wyasket loam, 2–4% slopes (276) • Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Source: NRCS 2007 

2.2.2 Water Resources 

2.2.2.1 Surface Water 

US 40 crosses a total of 150 non-wetland water features along the 136-mile study 
corridor: 80 intermittent streams, rivers, or washes; 33 perennial streams or 
rivers; 36 canals, ditches, or aqueducts; and an arm of one reservoir (Starvation 
Reservoir). These features, many of which are unnamed, are tributaries of two 
major systems: (1) the Utah Lake system (USGS cataloging unit 16020201) on 
the west side of Daniels Summit, and (2) the Lower Green-Diamond system 
(USGS cataloging unit 1406001) on the east side of Daniels Summit (that is, the 
Uintah Basin). See the Technical Report of Existing Environmental Conditions in 
Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007a) for a complete list of features 
crossed by the US 40 study corridor. 

Water features on the west side of Daniels Summit drain to Utah Lake via the 
Provo River system. Some water is pumped from Strawberry Reservoir, which 
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naturally drains to the Green River system, to Diamond Fork Creek, and 
ultimately to the Spanish Fork River and Utah Lake. This pumping is part of the 
Central Utah Project (CUP) system. 

The major Green River/Uintah Basin tributaries along the corridor are the 
Strawberry, Duchesne, and Uinta Rivers. The Utah State Water Plan – Uintah 
Basin Plan (Utah Division of Water Resources 1999) describes minimum in-
stream flows for these river systems. Maintaining minimum flows is important 
for preserving healthy aquatic ecosystems and regional quality of life. By far, the 
largest use of surface water resources in the Uintah Basin is for agricultural 
production (Utah Division of Water Resources 1999). 

Wetlands 

The project team’s reconnaissance-level survey of the corridor for sensitive 
resources did not include formal delineations of wetlands or other waters of the 
United States. The wetland assessments described here and in the Technical 
Report of Existing Environmental Conditions in Support of the US 40 Corridor 
Study (HDR 2007a) were based on observations by a qualified biologist. 

Daniels Canyon, a narrow riparian canyon that supports the western-flowing 
Daniels Creek, supports some riparian wetlands. The area from Daniels Pass east 
to Strawberry Reservoir is dominated by the Strawberry River and supports 
wetland complexes associated with the Strawberry Basin. Wetlands are scattered 
along the highway between Strawberry Reservoir and the city of Duchesne, and 
two stretches of highway west of Duchesne have several wetland complexes. The 
area between Antelope Creek and Myton is primarily characterized by wet 
meadow complexes, saline meadows, and wetlands associated with drainages 
that cross under the highway. Between Myton and the eastern terminus of the 
project near Jensen, the wetlands are primarily emergent marshes and wetlands 
associated with drainages, with a few small wet meadows. 

Water Quality 

Surface water resources provide a number of beneficial uses to communities 
along US 40. These beneficial-use categories include public water supply, 
recreation, agriculture, and fish and wildlife protection and propagation. 
Consistent with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) assesses and monitors the quality of the nation’s 
surface water resources to ensure that water resources are being managed in a 
way that protects beneficial uses. EPA oversees the monitoring and 
documentation of water bodies that it has identified as “impaired” by pollutants 
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with the intent of improving water quality (that is, removing the impairment). 
The State of Utah also defines beneficial uses for many water bodies and assesses 
and monitors water bodies that are impaired with respect to their beneficial uses. 

Table 2.2-2 lists the impaired water bodies that have been inventoried and that 
occur along or cross the US 40 study corridor. 

A number of potential pollution sources are present along the US 40 corridor. 
These include, but are not limited to, agricultural activities, mining, and urban 
runoff. 

Table 2.2-2. Impaired Water Bodies along the Study Corridor 

Water Body Location Impairment County 

Segment 1    

None – – – 

Segment 2    

Strawberry Reservoir Strawberry Valley Organic enrichment, low dissolved 
oxygen 

Wasatch 

Starvation Reservoir Just west of Duchesne Organic enrichment, low dissolved 
oxygen 

Duchesne 

Segment 3    

None – – – 

Segment 4    

Antelope Creek Near Bridgeland Salinity, total dissolved solids (TDS), 
chlorides 

Duchesne 

Duchesne River Near Myton Salinity, TDS, chlorides Duchesne 

Segment 5    

Dry Gulch Creek and 
tributaries 

Near Roosevelt Salinity, TDS, chlorides Duchesne 

Segment 6    

Dry Gulch Creek and 
tributaries 

Near Ballard and Fort 
Duchesne 

Salinity, TDS, chlorides Uintah 

Uinta River Near Fort Duchesne Salinity, TDS, chlorides; habitat 
alterations 

Uintah 

Segment 7    

None – – – 

Segment 8    

Ashley Creek Between Naples and Jensen Salinity, TDS, chlorides; metals Uintah 

Source: EPA 2004 
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Floodplains 

Floodplains are land areas adjacent to rivers and streams that are at risk of 
periodic flooding. Flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) produced by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) define the federally regulated 
boundaries of floodplains along rivers and streams. The FIRMs are part of 
FEMA’s regulating authority under the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. Some state and local governments 
also conduct mapping, but typically local jurisdictions rely on floodplain 
information provided by FEMA. 

Not all rivers and streams have been mapped by FEMA. For the US 40 corridor, 
FEMA has produced FIRMs for most areas of Wasatch and Uintah Counties and 
for the cities of Duchesne and Myton in Duchesne County. The FIRMs do not 
provide floodplain information for tribal land or for USFS land. 

Table 2.2-3 below lists the FEMA Zone A floodplains that occur along or that 
cross US 40 within the study area. Zone A floodplains are those areas that are 
likely to be inundated by a 100-year flood (one that has a 1% chance of occurring 
in any given year). 
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Table 2.2-3. Zone A Floodplains along the Study Corridor 

River, Creek, or Canal Approximate Milepost(s) County 

Segment 1   

Daniels Creek 21–26 (USFS boundary) Wasatch 

Segment 2   

Strawberry River 36.5 Wasatch 
Co-op Creek 40–41 Wasatch 
Cow Creek 45 Wasatch 
Soldier Creek 50.5 Wasatch 
Deep Creek 57–59b Wasatch 
Currant Creek 58–59b Wasatch 

Segment 3a   

Duchesne River 87 Duchesne 

Segment 4   

Duchesne River 105 Duchesne 

Segment 5   

None – – 

Segment 6   

Montes Creek 119 Uintah 
Uinta River 122 Uintah 
Sand Wash 130 Uintah 
Halfway Hollow Creek 131 Uintah 
Twelvemile Wash 134–138 Uintah 

Segment 7   

Steinaker Service Canal 143 Uintah 
Ashley Central Canal 143 Uintah 
Ashley Canal 147 Uintah 

Segment 8   

Tributary to Ashley Creek 149 Uintah 
Tributary to Ashley Creek 151 Uintah 
Tributary to Ashley Creek 154 Uintah 
Ashley Creek 154 Uintah 

Sources: FEMA 1977, 1983, 1988a, 1988b 
a FEMA has not mapped Starvation Reservoir, which crosses US 40 at about MP 82. 
b Mapped to Wasatch County–Duchesne County line only. 
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2.2.2.2 Groundwater 

Groundwater hydrology has been extensively studied in the Uintah Basin. EPA 
describes the groundwater hydrology as controlled primarily by the region’s 
geologic structure, with permeability variations resulting from differences of 
lithology and facies (rocks distinguished from others by appearance or 
composition) as well as widespread faulting and fracturing of the rocks (EPA 
2004). 

Most of the project area overlies the Uinta-Animas Aquifer, a unit of the greater 
Colorado Basin Aquifer system. The Uinta-Animas Aquifer is further divided 
into three sub-basins: the Uintah Basin, the Piceance Basin, and the San Juan 
Basin. The project area overlies the Uintah Basin sub-basin. 

Groundwater recharge in the Uintah Basin is divided among infiltration of 
precipitation (95.2%), infiltration of irrigation water (3.2%), and return flow from 
wells and springs (1.6%). About 80% of the groundwater recharge takes place in 
the basin’s northern half; this is because more precipitation is available to 
enhance groundwater recharge in the Uintah Mountains than is available to the 
much lower upland areas at the southern edge of the basin (Utah Division of 
Water Resources 1999). The center of the Uintah Basin, which US 40 crosses, is 
an area that probably contributes to some groundwater recharge, particularly in 
irrigated areas. 

2.2.3 Biological Resources 

2.2.3.1 Typical Wildlife and Habitat 

Daniels Canyon. The study corridor passes through a number of habitat types. 
The area along the corridor through Daniels Canyon is dominated by 
sagebrush/grass, mountain brush, aspen, Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, white fir, 
spruce/fir, and forb (non-grass) communities. Big-game species that inhabit the 
area include elk, moose, black bear, cougar, and mule deer. Small mammals 
include cottontail rabbit and snowshoe hare. Two species of forest grouse use the 
area, and the whooping crane, which is listed as endangered in Utah under the 
federal Endangered Species Act, migrates through the area (USFS 2001; USFWS 
2007). 

Uintah Basin. The remainder of the corridor, which passes through the center of 
the Uintah Basin, is dominated by pinyon-juniper woodland, salt desert scrub, 
desert shrub, agriculture, and disturbed habitats. 
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Wildlife species present in the Uintah Basin are those typical of high, cold 
deserts. Mammals include white-tailed prairie dog, black-tailed jackrabbit, 
coyote, beaver, red fox, porcupine, spotted skunk, and Townsend’s big-eared bat 
(USFS 1994). The basin is year-round range for deer and antelope and winter 
range for elk. 

The basin provides habitat for many bird species. The dominant desert shrub 
habitat is used by burrowing owls, short-eared owls, ferruginous hawks, sage 
sparrows, lark sparrows, western meadowlarks, loggerhead shrikes, horned larks, 
and occasional irruptions (sudden population increases) of lark buntings. Golden 
and bald eagles nest throughout the region. Sandhill cranes and an occasional 
whooping crane are present during migration. The Duchesne River is an 
important corridor for many migratory birds. 

Reptiles that inhabit the Uintah Basin include the faded pygmy rattlesnake, 
striped whipsnake, and Woodhouse’s toad. 

2.2.3.2 Deer and Elk 

The project team’s reconnaissance-level survey and the wildlife strike data 
collected by UDOT provided information about the presence of deer and elk in 
the study corridor. Deer and elk require special consideration because of potential 
conflicts with vehicles on the roadway. 

The number of wildlife strikes along a given highway segment correlates with the 
number of animals that cross the highway in that segment. UDOT’s 2005 wildlife 
strike data indicate that wildlife consistently cross US 40 from the project’s 
western terminus to the city of Roosevelt at about MP 115. 

The survey identified the stretch of US 40 between Duchesne and the community 
of Bridgeland as an area that is frequently used by deer and elk for migration. 
UDOT’s wildlife strike data verify that this area is heavily used by large 
mammals. Other areas that are frequently crossed by wildlife are Daniels 
Canyon, the Strawberry Valley, and areas around major water crossings such as 
Currant Creek and Starvation Reservoir. 

2.2.3.3 Sensitive and Special-Status Species 

The reconnaissance-level survey identified habitats that could support sensitive 
or special-status species. These habitats include raptor nesting or foraging 
habitat, prairie dog towns (which indicate the possible presence of burrowing 
owls and black-footed ferrets), and known occupied habitat for Ute ladies’-
tresses, a terrestrial orchid that is listed as threatened under the federal 
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Endangered Species Act. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has noted 
that Ute ladies’-tresses could occur in drainages that cross or are adjacent to 
US 40 throughout the Uintah Basin (Herrmann 2007). To ensure that this plant is 
protected, USFWS recommends conducting surveys for Ute ladies’-tresses in 
areas with suitable habitat; these surveys should occur during the flowering 
season (typically early August through early September). 

Federal or state governments list 58 species as threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive in Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties. However, this list includes 
all special-status species known to be present in the entire three-county area and 
might not reflect the species present in the much smaller US 40 study corridor. 
Of the 58 species, 16 are birds, 10 are fish, 10 are mammals, four are reptiles or 
amphibians, one is a mollusk, and 17 are plants (see the Technical Report of 
Existing Environmental Conditions in Support of the US 40 Corridor Study 
[HDR 2007a] for a complete listing of the species). Of the 58 species, 41 are 
State of Utah or BLM sensitive species, while 17 are listed under the federal 
Endangered Species Act as threatened or endangered. 

2.2.4 Cultural Resources 

The project team’s review of the cultural resource site records filed at the Utah 
Office of State History found that several cultural resource surveys have been 
completed along the study corridor. However, large stretches of the corridor have 
not been surveyed for cultural resources. The Technical Report of Existing 
Environmental Conditions in Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007a) 
provides background information on cultural resources in the area and the results 
of the records search. 

The study corridor extends across an area that is rich in prehistoric and historic 
cultural resources. The records search identified 33 cultural resource sites along 
the study corridor (see Table 2.2-4 below). Future improvement projects along 
the corridor might encounter prehistoric or historic archaeological sites dating 
from a broad range of time periods. The Uintah Basin is within the traditional 
rangelands of several Native American tribes, and traditional cultural properties 
could be encountered. In addition, the corridor passes through several small 
communities and larger towns where historic commercial buildings and houses 
are close to the highway. Other historic structures include bridges, culverts, 
irrigation canals, and US 40 itself as the historic Victory Highway. 



 

Table 2.2-4. Recorded Cultural Resources along the Study Corridor 

Owner National Register Status 
Date 
Recorded Site Type Date Comments 

NA Determined Eligible (State Historic Preservation 
Officer [SHPO] concurrence) 

3/2001 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1907 Gray Mountain Canal 

Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 10/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1907 Martin Lateral 
State Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 3/2001 Transportation 1923  
State Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 3/2001 Transportation 1923 US 40/ #14 Myton 
State Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 12/2000 Transportation 1880  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 3/2001 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1905  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 3/2001 Artifact scatter Prehistoric Late prehistoric 
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 3/2001 Artifact scatter Unknown Unknown aboriginal 
Private Non-significant (professional judgment) 3/2001 Farming/ranching (agriculture) 1940  
Private Non-significant (professional judgment) 3/2001 Farming/ranching (agriculture) 1940  
Private Non-significant (professional judgment) 3/2001 Farming/ranching (agriculture) 1940  
State Non-significant (professional judgment) 7/2002 Transportation 1900  
State Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 7/2002 Transportation 1899 Victory Highway 
State Non-significant (professional judgment) 7/2002 Transportation 1930  
State Non-significant (professional judgment) 7/2002 Transportation 1926  
BLM Non-significant (professional judgment) 9/1985 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1890  
State Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 6/2000 Transportation 1890  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 4/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1907 Pickup Wash Lateral 
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 4/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1907  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 4/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1890  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 4/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1906 Moffat Canal 
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 6/2001 Farming/ranching (agriculture) 1906  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 4/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1907  
Split estate Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 6/2001 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1908  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 4/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1913 Highline Canal 
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 6/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1905 Ouray Valley Canal 
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 6/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1880  
Private Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 6/2000 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1920  
Tribal Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 9/2001 Waterworks; dams, ditches, etc. 1886  
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Table 2.2-4. Recorded Cultural Resources along the Study Corridor 

Owner National Register Status 
Date 
Recorded Site Type Date Comments 

Private Non-significant (professional judgment) 11/2001 Farming/ranching (agriculture) 1890  
Private Non-significant (professional judgment) 11/2001 Farming/ranching (agriculture)   
State Determined Eligible (SHPO concurrence) 3/2002 Transportation 1880 Victory Highway/US 40 
State Non-significant (professional judgment) 4/2004 Farming/ranching (agriculture) 1919  

Source: Utah Office of State History 2007 

NA = not applicable 



 

2.2.5 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources 

2.2.5.1 Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 requires that 
any actions funded or carried out by agencies of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation must be evaluated for their potential effects to significant publicly 
owned public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges and any 
land from a historic site of national, state, or local significance (49 United States 
Code [U.S.C.] 303). Because UDOT might complete projects on US 40 in 
partnership with FHWA and/or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the 
potential presence of Section 4(f) properties is an important factor. Only projects 
that involve FHWA or FTA are subject to the provisions of Section 4(f). 

NEPA regulations for FHWA or FTA projects that occur near or that could 
potentially affect any Section 4(f) resource require a detailed Section 4(f) 
analysis. Table 2.2-5 below lists some of the potential Section 4(f) and Section 
6(f) resources along the corridor. The status of other resources, such as historic 
properties, would need to be determined on a case-by-case basis as projects are 
identified and carried forward into the NEPA phase that requires environmental 
documentation. 

2.2.5.2 Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act 

State and local governments often obtain grants to acquire or make improve-
ments to parks and recreation areas through the federal Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. Sections 4601-4 through 4601-11, 
September 3, 1964, as amended). Section 6(f) of the act prohibits the conversion 
of property acquired or developed with these grants to a non-recreational use 
without the approval of the U.S. Department of the Interior’s National Park 
Service. Section 6(f) directs the Department of the Interior to ensure that 
replacement lands of equal (monetary) value, location, and usefulness are 
provided as conditions to such conversions. Parks that have received funding 
under Section 6(f) are listed below in Table 2.2-5. 
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Table 2.2-5. Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources along the Study Corridor 

Resource 
Owner/ 
Administrator Address or Location City/Place 

Type of 
Resource 

Wasatch County 

Whiskey Spring Picnic 
Area 

USFS About MP 25.2 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Dry Canyon trailhead USFS About MP 26.4 East of Heber City 4(f) only 
Clegg Canyon trailhead USFS About MP 27.5 East of Heber City 4(f) only 
Center Canyon trailhead USFS About MP 30.4 East of Heber City 4(f) only 
Lodgepole Campground USFS About MP 33.7, 

west of highway 
East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Daniels Summit trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 34.4, 
at Daniels Summit 

East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Telephone Hollow 
trailhead and recreation 
access parking area 

USFS About MP 35.7  East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Quarry trailhead and 
recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 36.4 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Strawberry River trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 37 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Strawberry visitor center USFS About MP 40.3, 
south of highway  

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Co-op Creek trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 41.6, 
north of highway 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Chicken Creek east 
parking and fishing 
access 

USFS About MP 42.6, south 
of highway on lake 
shore 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Ladders parking and 
fishing access 

USFS About MP 45.3, west of 
highway on lake shore 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Sage Creek day-use area USFS About MP 47.5, south 
of highway 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Soldier Creek trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 50, south of 
highway on lake shore 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Duchesne County 

Currant Creek Wildlife 
Management Area 

Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources 

About MP 58–59 Near Fruitland 4(f) only 

Starvation State Park Utah State Parks About MP 81  Duchesne 4(f) only 
Duchesne Park and Pool 
Complex 

City of Duchesne 100 W. Main Street, 
Duchesne 

Duchesne 4(f) and 6(f) 

Myton City Park City of Myton About MP 105 Myton 4(f) and 6(f) 
Roosevelt Regional Park City of Roosevelt About MP 116 Duchesne 4(f) and 6(f) 

2-16 | Chapter 2: General Description of the Study CorridorDecember 2007 December 2007 



 

Table 2.2-5. Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources along the Study Corridor 

Resource 
Owner/ 
Administrator Address or Location City/Place 

Type of 
Resource 

Uintah County 

Ballard Park City of Ballard/
Uintah Recreation 
District 

About MP 116.5, north 
of highway 

Ballard 4(f) only 

Cobble Rock Park City of Vernal/Uintah 
Recreation District 

About MP 144.3, south 
of highway 

Vernal 4(f) and 
possibly 6(f) 

Kiwanis Park Uintah Recreation 
District 

About MP 144.4, north 
of highway 

Vernal 4(f) only 

Sources: Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 2002; USFS 2007; Uintah Recreation District 2007 

2.2.6 Hazardous Materials 

EPA and the State of Utah maintain several databases of hazardous waste sites 
and handlers. These include the RCRAInfo database, Superfund National 
Priorities List, Brownfields Properties, National Response Center database, and 
lists of leaking underground storage tanks. 

According to EPA’s RCRAInfo database, there are three hazardous waste 
handlers in Uintah and Duchesne Counties near the study corridor. Table 2.2-6 
summarizes the types and locations of these handlers.  

Table 2.2-6. Hazardous Waste Handlers along the Study Corridor 

Handler Type(s) of Material Address City County 

GWEC-Bluebell Gas 
Plant 

Crude petroleum and 
natural gas extraction 
and natural gas liquid 
extraction 

108 North 200 East (about 
MP 114.5, southeast of 
highway) 

Roosevelt Duchesne 

Pennzoil Company Petroleum refinery 
(permitted large-
quantity generators) 

West US 40 (about 
MP 117, about 1.5 miles 
west of the city) 

Roosevelt Duchesne 

Dowell Schlumberger 
Western Water 

Support activities for oil 
and gas operations 

1170 E. Main Street 
(about MP 145.2, east of 
highway) 

Vernal Uintah 

Source: EPA 2007a 

This table includes only handlers/generators as reported through RCRAInfo and those identified as large-
quantity generators on the EPA handlers list. The table does not include all permitted small-quantity waste 
generators/handlers, of which there are many along the corridor; that information is available from EPA at 
www.epa.gov. 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action 
database includes a listing for the Pennzoil facility on West US 40 in Roosevelt. 
There are no Superfund or Brownfields sites along the corridor (EPA 2007b). 
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The federal National Response Center is the nationwide clearinghouse for spill 
reporting. There have been 23 documented spills of hazardous materials to land 
along the corridor. A detailed list of these spills is provided in the Technical 
Report of Existing Environmental Conditions in Support of the US 40 Corridor 
Study (HDR 2007a). 

The Utah Division of Environmental Response and Remediation compiles 
information on underground storage tanks. There are numerous records for 
leaking underground storage tanks along the corridor. The locations of these 
tanks, as well as of those tanks with records indicating that the tanks have been 
closed, are also listed in the Technical Report of Existing Environmental 
Conditions in Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007a). 

2.3 Land Use and Demographics 

2.3.1 Land Use along the Study Corridor 

The operation of US 40 is influenced by existing land uses. Future or planned 
land uses will also affect how the highway functions and might contribute to the 
need for future roadway improvements. The following sections summarize the 
existing and planned land uses along the US 40 study corridor. Detailed 
information about land use along the corridor is available in the Existing Facility 
Conditions Report in Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007b). 

2.3.1.1 General Characteristics 

Although most land in the three counties through which the study corridor passes 
is publicly owned, most land adjacent to the highway is privately owned (see 
Figure 2-1, Land Ownership, and Table 2.3-1 below). Private landowners very 
likely access their land using US 40 and its connecting roads. 
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Table 2.3-1. Land Ownership along the Study 
Corridor 

Owner or Administrator Acres Percent of Total 

Federal agencies 41,514.38 23.63% 
USFS 27,668.03 15.75% 
BLM 13,846.35 7.88% 

State agencies 14,832.25 8.44% 
Utah School and Institutional 

Trust Lands Administration 
5,119.33 2.91% 

Utah State Parks 2,463.02 1.40% 
Utah Division of Wildlife 

Resources 
7,249.90 4.13% 

Ute Tribe 12,972.97 7.39% 
Other 106,300.80 60.52% 

Private 103,658.31 59.02% 
Water bodies 2,642.49 1.50% 

Source: USU 2006 

Six incorporated cities are situated next to US 40 along the study corridor: 
Duchesne, Myton, and Roosevelt in Duchesne County and Ballard, Vernal, and 
Naples in Uintah County. Towns and settlements along or near the corridor 
include Fruitland, Fort Duchesne, and Jensen. For the most part, these towns and 
settlements rely on the larger population centers for goods and services, though 
some services are locally available. 

The following sections summarize land uses along the study corridor by 
jurisdiction. 

2.3.1.2 County and City Governments 

Wasatch County 

Wasatch County is the westernmost county along the study corridor. Its western 
boundary is about 40 miles east of Salt Lake City, and the proximity of Salt Lake 
City greatly affects population and employment in the county. Most people who 
live in Wasatch County drive west to work in Park City or the Salt Lake Valley. 
The year-round population and irrigated farmlands are concentrated in the Heber 
and Round Valleys, which are outside (west) of the project area. Strawberry 
Valley, which is along the study corridor to the east of Daniels Summit, supports 
a seasonal (summer) population focused on Strawberry Reservoir. 

Future land use and planning for Wasatch County is detailed in the Wasatch 
County General Plan (Wasatch County Planning Commission 2001). Most land 
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along US 40 is administered by USFS, though there is some Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources land west of the reservoir (see Figure 2-1, Land Ownership). 
Privately held lands are concentrated near Strawberry Reservoir. BLM 
administers a small piece of land at the western edge of the study corridor 
(Wasatch County Planning Commission 2001; SITLA 2007a). There are no 
incorporated cities along the study corridor in Wasatch County. 

Duchesne County 

The US 40 corridor traverses the width of Duchesne County, a road distance of 
about 57 miles. The highway passes through three incorporated cities in the 
county: Duchesne, Myton, and Roosevelt. 

As in Wasatch County, most land in Duchesne County is publicly owned, though 
the majority of land along US 40 is privately owned (Duchesne County 1997; 
SITLA 2007b). Starvation State Park, home to Starvation Reservoir, is situated 
on US 40 just west of the city of Duchesne. SR 191, a major highway that links 
the Uintah Basin with areas to the south, intersects US 40 in Duchesne. Tribal 
lands are scattered along the US 40 corridor, though there is a contiguous area of 
tribal land adjacent to the highway between Starvation State Park and the city of 
Duchesne. 

Although private land along the US 40 corridor in Duchesne County is mostly 
rural residential and agricultural, there are pockets of denser residential and 
commercial development outside the cities (Duchesne County, no date). The area 
around Fruitland (about MP 62) is designated for commercial uses, as is the area 
where SR 208 intersects US 40 (about MP 68) and an area north of the highway 
just east of Starvation Reservoir (about MP 83). A long commercial corridor 
begins just northeast of Myton and continues to the city limit of Roosevelt. Land 
identified for residential development (one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres) is 
concentrated just west of Fruitland, around Duchesne, and along the highway just 
north of Myton. Industrial uses are located just north of Duchesne, just north of 
Myton, and just southwest of Roosevelt. Land uses associated with the 
incorporated cities are discussed below. 

Duchesne 

Not to be confused with the community of Fort Duchesne in Uintah County, the 
city of Duchesne is the westernmost incorporated city along the study corridor. 
The city is the seat of Duchesne County and is located at the intersection of 
US 40 and SR 191, the major route into the Uintah Basin from the south (SR 191 
and US 40 are the same road from Duchesne to Vernal about 60 miles to the east). 
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US 40 is also known as Main Street in Duchesne. On its land-use map, the City 
designates all land along the highway as Commercial except for a short section 
on the eastern edge of the city along US 40 that is identified as Residential-
Agriculture (suitable for rural residential development). In general, residential 
land south of the highway is designated for rural residential use, while residential 
land north of the highway is identified for both traditional residential and rural 
residential use. An area on the eastern city limits south of US 40 is designated for 
Industrial use. There is a large area of tribal land south of the city along the 
SR 191 corridor. 

Myton 

Myton is the smallest incorporated city along the study corridor (population 539 
in 2000 [U.S. Census Bureau 2000]). It is situated about 18 miles east of 
Duchesne on the Duchesne River. Much of the land around Myton is tribal land. 
Land use in Myton is dominated by rural residential development and 
agricultural support activities. 

Roosevelt 

Roosevelt is the largest city in Duchesne County. The city center is located about 
28 miles east of Myton and 1 mile west of the Duchesne County–Uintah County 
line at the intersection of SR 121 and US 40. Roosevelt serves as the commercial 
center for the nearby small towns and settlements in both counties, including the 
nearby settlements of Ballard (population 566 in 2000 [U.S. Census Bureau 
2000]) and Fort Duchesne (population 621 in 2000 [U.S. Census Bureau 2000]) 
in Uintah County. 

According to the Roosevelt City Planner, most land within the city limits and 
adjacent to US 40 is identified for commercial and industrial uses (Eschler 2007). 
Roosevelt’s zoning map assigns a Commercial/Light Manufacturing designation 
to land along the highway between the southwestern city limit and about 800 
South. The city’s industrial park, which is located near the southwestern city 
limit, is accessed from US 40. North of 800 South, the Commercial/Light 
Manufacturing zone continues on the west side of the highway to about 400 
South, and land on the east side of the highway is designated as Commercial-
Selling. The remainder of the highway corridor through the city is assigned a 
Commercial-Selling designation. Residential land is evenly dispersed on either 
side of the highway throughout the city, with densities decreasing along with the 
distance from the highway. There is very little agricultural land within the city 
limits; what is present is situated on the city’s boundaries, where it abuts land 
under the jurisdiction of the counties. 
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Uintah County 

Uintah County is the easternmost county in Utah along US 40. The highway 
extends 60 miles from the Duchesne County–Uintah County line to the Utah-
Colorado border. The study corridor extends only about 42 miles from the county 
line to the community of Jensen near the intersection of US 40 and SR 149. This 
intersection is the “gateway” to Dinosaur National Monument, a major tourist 
destination. 

As in Wasatch and Duchesne Counties, most of the land in Uintah County is 
publicly owned. Ownership along US 40 is a mixture of public (state and 
federal), tribal, and private land; most of the private land is concentrated in and 
around the cities of Vernal and Naples. Ute tribal land along the highway is 
concentrated in the western part of the county near the tribal headquarters of Fort 
Duchesne, where tribal land is intermixed with private land. BLM-administered 
land is concentrated along a 10-mile-long stretch of US 40 west of Vernal, an 
area that also contains a concentration of state trust lands. Most land east of 
Vernal and Naples is privately owned, though there is a limited amount of state 
trust and BLM-administered land in this area. 

The current Uintah County land-use map (Uintah County 2005) primarily assigns 
Agriculture (western and eastern ends of the study corridor) and Mining and 
Grazing designations to less-developed portions of the study corridor. The map 
shows limited amounts of commercially designated land associated within the 
unincorporated communities of Fort Duchesne and Jensen. Land uses associated 
with the incorporated cities are discussed below. 

Ballard 

Ballard is the westernmost city in Uintah County on US 40. Ballard abuts 
Roosevelt in Uintah County and is very close to the community of Fort 
Duchesne. 

Land along US 40 in Ballard is zoned for commercial use. Industrial land is 
concentrated on the eastern end of the city, with most industrial land occurring 
north of US 40. Rural residential development is evenly distributed north and 
south of the highway and is concentrated in the western two-thirds of the 
incorporated area. Land on the far north and south ends of Ballard is zoned for 
agricultural use. 
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Vernal 

Vernal, the seat of Uintah County, is about 30 miles east of Roosevelt. The city is 
an important regional center for the oil and gas industries and for recreation. 
SR 191 splits from US 40 in Vernal and provides a connection to the Flaming 
Gorge National Recreation Area. 

Land in Vernal and along the US 40 corridor is primarily zoned for commercial 
and industrial uses. There are pockets of residential agricultural land and single-
family residential land along the corridor. North of 100 North, US 40 turns to the 
east. Land in this area, which is the heart of downtown Vernal, is primarily zoned 
as Central Commercial. Commercial zoning continues until about 800 East, 
where the zoning changes to Industrial. The land between this point and the 
eastern city limit maintains the Industrial zoning. 

Naples 

Naples is a small city about 2 miles southeast of Vernal. Like Vernal, commerce 
in Naples is focused on the oil and gas industries and recreation. Naples is the 
fastest-growing city along the study corridor (U.S. Census Bureau 2000; 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a). 

Land in the northern part of Naples is zoned for industrial uses. This is a contin-
uation of Vernal’s industrial zone. Moving south on US 40, the zoning changes 
to Commercial. There is a Commercial Design Guideline Overlay area along 
US 40 within the city. The Vernal Airport is accessed from US 40 in Naples. 

2.3.1.3 State and Federal Government Lands 

U.S. Forest Service 

USFS manages much of the land along the western end of the study corridor as 
part of the Uinta National Forest. USFS ownership begins in Daniels Canyon and 
extends to the east side of Strawberry Reservoir. There are a few areas of private 
ownership in this stretch of US 40 (such as at the intersection of East Main Canyon 
Road and US 40, the area west of the reservoir, and around the reservoir itself). 

The area around Strawberry Reservoir experiences heavy recreation use due to its 
notable sport fishery and its proximity to population centers in the Salt Lake, 
Utah Lake, and Heber Valleys. The Uinta National Forest Plan (USFS 2003) 
recognizes the importance of US 40 but does not prescribe any specific goals or 
objectives for the highway’s relationship to future resource management in the 
area. 
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Bureau of Land Management 

Most of the federal BLM-administered land along the study corridor is between 
the eastern boundary of the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation and Vernal. There 
are also small areas of BLM-administered land on the western end of the corridor 
near Heber City and on the eastern end near Jensen. Most of the BLM-
administered land along the corridor is managed by the Vernal Field Office. 
BLM has identified formal Transportation and Utility Corridors throughout the 
region, including along and near US 40 between the eastern boundary of the 
Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation and the state trust lands west of Vernal, and 
between the eastern limits of the city of Naples to the Utah-Colorado state line. 
According to BLM, the purpose of designating these corridors is to show where 
the agency encourages the placement of utilities, and the corridors are designated 
in areas where there are existing facilities. Any improvements to US 40 would 
not affect the way BLM currently manages the land along these corridors. 

State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration 

The State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) 
owns parcels of land and mineral-only lands (subsurface land) all along US 40. 
Most SITLA-owned land along the study corridor is situated between the eastern 
boundary of the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation and Vernal. SITLA-owned 
mineral-only lands occur in Daniels Canyon in Wasatch County and between 
Duchesne and Roosevelt in Duchesne County. 

SITLA land, which is managed for the financial benefit of 12 real estate trusts, is 
occasionally made available for purchase by private parties. SITLA surface and 
subsurface lands can also be leased for a variety of uses. 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources manages a number of wildlife management 
areas (WMAs) on or near US 40. WMAs are managed for passive recreational use 
(such as hiking and wildlife viewing), habitat protection, big-game hunting, fishing, 
and as wildlife refuges. Overnight camping is allowed at some WMAs. 

Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation 

The Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation is located in the heart of the Uintah Basin. 
The reservation headquarters are in Fort Duchesne, which is just south of US 40. 
The Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation is the second-largest Indian reservation in 
the United States and encompasses over 4.5 million acres. The Uinta Mountains 
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define the northern border of the reservation, while the Green River runs through 
the reservation’s southern end. 

The tribal government oversees the reservation and about 1.3 million acres of 
off-reservation trust land. There are distinct residential communities associated 
with the reservation. The tribal government operates several businesses that also 
define much of the land use, including mining businesses (oil, gas, tar sands, and 
gilsonite) and livestock production. 

2.3.2 Demographics of the Study Corridor 

The operation of US 40 is influenced by existing population and employment, 
and future growth in population and employment might contribute to the need for 
future roadway improvements. The Existing Facility Conditions Report in 
Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 2007b) describes the current and 
projected population and employment in the cities and counties along the study 
corridor. The following sections summarize that information. 

2.3.2.1 Population 

Counties along the Study Corridor 

The most recent population estimates (2005) for Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah 
Counties are as follows (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2006, 
2007a): 

• Wasatch County: 21,000 
• Duchesne County: 15,200 
• Uintah County: 26,900 

In general, the population projections from the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Budget (2005a, 2007a) show moderate growth in Duchesne and Uintah 
Counties (1.3% and 1.7% per year, respectively) and very rapid growth in 
Wasatch County (3.72% per year) between now and 2030. 

Cities along the Study Corridor 

The most recent population estimates for the cities of Heber City, Duchesne, 
Roosevelt, Ballard, Vernal, and Naples are as follows (Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Budget 2005a): 

• Heber City: 7,291 
• Duchesne: 1,408 

• Roosevelt: 4,299 
• Ballard: 566 

• Vernal: 7,714 
• Naples: 1,300 
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The cities along the corridor are projected to grow between 0.6% and 1.3% 
annually between 2000 and 2030 (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
2005a). Chart 2-1 compares the cities’ projected 30-year population growth. 

Chart 2-1. Comparison of Projected 30-Year Population Growth for Cities along the 
US 40 Study Corridor 
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Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a 

Chart 2-2 below compares the projected percentage increase in traffic along the 
more urbanized segments of the corridor to the projected percentage increase in 
population in the cities along those segments. The increases in traffic shown in 
the chart, particularly in Duchesne and Vernal, are much higher than the expected 
population growth. See Chapter 3, Study Corridor Segment Details, for more 
information about future traffic projections. 
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Chart 2-2. Comparison of Projected 30-Year Population Growth and Traffic along 
the US 40 Study Corridor 
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Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a 

2.3.2.2 Employment 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget provides employment projections 
at the county level only (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budge 2005b). The 
most recent data available for Wasatch County show an expected annual 
employment increase of 3.15% (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
2005b). Employment in Wasatch County is largely driven by jobs in education 
and health services, government services, leisure and hospitality services, and 
construction (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005b). 

Employment in Uintah County is driven by jobs in natural resources and mining 
and trade, transportation, and utilities (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
2005b). Recent estimates by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
project a peak in Uintah County mining employment of about 4,000 workers in 
about 2010 and then a decline of about 25% in the following 20 years 
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2007b). The estimated 2050 mining 
employment would still be about the same as the 2004 peak employment figures 
(about 3,000 workers). The projected decline is due to a number of factors, the 
most significant of which is the low number of workers that would be needed to 
operate the completed wells (about five workers are needed per completed well) 
and the estimated amounts of resources that would be extracted over time. 

December 2007 Chapter 2: General Description of the Study Corridor | 2-27 



 
 

As in Uintah County, Duchesne County’s economy is driven by jobs in natural 
resources, mining, trade, transportation, and utilities. Because of this, it is likely 
that the same mining employment trend described above would apply to 
Duchesne County. 

2.4 Roadway Characteristics 

US 40 is a primary east-west corridor in northern Utah. The highway provides an 
important link between the Uintah Basin and the greater Salt Lake City area, and 
also provides support for the ongoing economic development of the basin and 
access to a number of important recreation areas. UDOT manages the day-to-day 
operation and maintenance of the corridor through maintenance stations in Heber 
City, Strawberry, Tabiona (off SR 35, just north of US 40), Duchesne, Roosevelt, 
and Vernal. The day-to-day activities performed through the maintenance 
stations include removing snow, leveling lanes, sealing cracks, maintaining 
shoulders and drainage systems, cleaning up hazardous spills, and repairing road 
and structure damage. The work overseen through the maintenance stations is 
critical to the safe operation of US 40. 

Planning for projects that go beyond maintenance starts at the UDOT Region 3 
office in Orem. Region 3 project managers identify, plan, and oversee completion 
of larger projects such as highway widening. Region 3 staff members also work 
cooperatively with staff from UDOT headquarters to identify projects and project 
funding options. 

A basic understanding of the current conditions of the roadway is necessary in 
order to determine what types of future projects are needed along US 40. This 
section describes the existing highway geometrics, structural conditions, traffic 
conditions, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities of the 136-mile-long US 40 study 
corridor. Detailed information about the existing roadway characteristics is 
available in the Existing Facility Conditions Report in Support of the US 40 
Corridor Study (HDR 2007b). 

2.4.1 Highway Geometrics 

2.4.1.1 Terrain 

Terrain type is a factor that greatly affects roadway conditions and ultimately 
how roads operate. Roadway terrain is typically described as level, rolling, or 
mountainous. On level terrain, all types of vehicles can generally maintain the 
same speeds. On rolling terrain, the speeds of heavy vehicles (such as heavy 
trucks) can be substantially slower than those of passenger vehicles, but are not 

2-28 | Chapter 2: General Description of the Study CorridorDecember 2007 December 2007 



 

so slow that heavy vehicles have to operate at “crawl” speeds for long periods of 
time. Mountainous terrain causes heavy vehicles to operate at crawl speeds for 
significant distances or frequent intervals (TRB 2000). 

In general, US 40 traverses mountainous terrain with steep grades on the west 
end of the corridor through Daniels Canyon and more level and rolling terrain in 
the Uintah Basin. There are truck climbing lanes at MP 43, between MP 106 and 
MP 107, and between MP 152 and MP 153. Passing lanes, which can also serve 
as climbing lanes in some areas, are summarized in Section 2.4.1.3, Passing 
Opportunities. 

2.4.1.2 Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

Roadway alignment is simply the path that a roadway’s centerline follows. 
Alignment is described in terms of horizontal and vertical planes. The 
combination of horizontal and vertical alignments serves as the primary 
controlling element associated with the design of all types of public streets and 
highways. Alignment affects roadway capacity, safety, and function. 

The project team found that there is little information available about the existing 
horizontal and vertical alignment of the highway. Historic as-built plans for the 
highway provide limited information about alignment, but the stationing (that is, 
reference points) is different from the current milepost system, which makes a 
direct comparison between historic information and current conditions difficult. 
Existing alignment issues have been identified by people who use US 40 on a 
regular basis, by UDOT maintenance station personnel, and by the road 
departments of local government agencies. Alignment issues include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

• Intersections with alignments that are not adequate to accommodate 
truck turning movements 

• Poor drainage systems in the more urbanized sections 

• Lack of acceleration and deceleration lanes associated with vertical 
curves 

• Lack of compatibility with grades and elevations existing on adjacent 
land and approaching roads and drives adjacent to the highway 

• Grade lengths and percentages along the highway that result in safety 
and operational problems 
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2.4.1.3 Passing Opportunities 

Table 2.4-1 shows the percentage of each segment of the study corridor in which 
passing is allowed. This percentage includes sections where passing by pulling 
into the opposing travel lane is allowed, as well as sections where there are 
existing passing lanes in either direction of travel. 

Table 2.4-1. Percentage of the 
Corridor in Which Passing Is 
Allowed 

Segment 
Percentage of Segment in 
Which Passing Is Allowed 

1 92.9% 
2 83.2% 
3 82.6% 
4 75.9% 
5 85.5% 
6 79.1% 
7 81.9% 
8 90.4% 

Source: UDOT 2006a 
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Table 2.4-2 lists the existing passing lanes on US 40 in the study corridor. 

Table 2.4-2. Existing Passing Lanes on US 40 in the 
Study Corridor 

Beginning MP Length (miles) Directiona Notes 

23.34  7.09 EB 4% grade 
31.29 3.23 EB 4% grade 
35.11 0.53 WB 4% grade 
42.97 0.34 EB 4% grade 
45.88 1.96 EB 4% grade 
48.83 0.36 EB 4% grade 
50.62 0.41 EB 5% grade 
58.34 11.19 WB 4% to 5% grade 
59.08 0.35 EB 5% grade 
60.06 0.32 WB No grade 
 61.60 0.16 WB No grade 
69.31 0.88 EB 3% grade 
70.33 0.36 WB No grade 
80.76 6.81 WB 3% grade 
85.88 0.92 EB Inside Duchesne city limits (two lanes) 
86.80 3.47 WB 0.92 mile inside Duchesne (two 

lanes); no grade 
106.04 1.51 EB 0% grade 
109.50 0.84 WB 4.5% grade 
111.33 4.00 EB Inside Roosevelt 
115.41 4.08 WB Inside Roosevelt (two lanes) 
118.79 0.90 EB No grade 
120.16 0.77 WB 3% grade 
138.55 1.27 EB 4% grade 
141.24 7.18 EB Inside Vernal/Naples (two lanes) 
148.41 7.56 WB Inside Vernal/Naples (two lanes) 

Source: UDOT 2006a 
a EB = eastbound, WB = westbound 
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2.4.1.4 Right-of-Way Width 

The right-of-way width for US 40 varies significantly throughout the study 
corridor, especially within the different city limits. UDOT does not have 
recommended right-of-way widths for rural highways such as US 40. Table 2.4-3 
shows the average right-of-way width by segment. 

Table 2.4-3. Average Right-of-
Way Width by Segment of US 40 
in the Study Corridor 

Segment 
Average Right-of-Way Width 

(feet)a 

1 133 
2 232 
3 168 
4 137 
5 97 
6 256 
7 113 
8 108 

Source: UDOT 2004a 
a Width calculated using weighted average of 

sections of roadway for which specific right-of-
way widths are available, by segment. 

2.4.1.5 Lane and Shoulder Width 

The entire US 40 corridor has 12-foot-wide travel lanes, which the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
recommends for rural highways.1 The US 40 corridor also has several areas with 
medians, right-hand turn lanes, and/or acceleration lanes. This study assumes that 
these median, turn, and acceleration lanes are 12 feet wide. In urban areas, there 
is typically a median within the city limits. Shoulder widths are the narrowest 
(0 to 1.9 feet wide) over Daniels Summit and through Vernal. Narrow shoulders 
measuring 2 feet to 4 feet wide are also present near Strawberry Reservoir and 
Fruitland and from the eastern limit of Naples to Jensen (UDOT 2004a). 

                                                      
1  AASHTO is a nonprofit, nonpartisan association representing highway and transportation departments in the 50 states, the 

District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Its primary goal is to foster the development, operation, and maintenance of an 
integrated national transportation system. A primary focus of AASHTO is policy and standard development. In many cases, 
AASHTO’s recommended standard has been adopted by UDOT as the standard for the state of Utah. Where UDOT does not 
have a stated standard, the AASHTO-recommended standard applies. 
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Based on a video log for US 40 (UDOT 2006a), the existing shoulder widths 
appear to meet AASHTO’s standards in most places. However, information 
provided on UDOT’s Utah Bicycle Suitability Map (UDOT 2004b) conflicts with 
the video log and shows that there are some areas where the shoulder does not 
meet AASHTO’s standards. Future project-level analyses will need to review the 
actual shoulder widths along US 40 and address any issues associated with 
inadequate shoulder widths. 

2.4.2 Structural Conditions 

2.4.2.1 Pavement Condition 

Table 2.4-4 shows the overall pavement ratings for US 40 in the study corridor. 
All of the segments in the corridor are in good or fair condition. The pavement 
condition was determined by looking at data such as the number of skids and the 
rut depth, which were averaged for each segment. Because each segment’s 
condition was averaged, there might be a few miles within each segment that 
could be classified as poor. Such poor conditions are present at MPs 115, 116, 
148, and 150. 

Table 2.4-4. Pavement 
Condition of US 40 in the 
Study Corridor 

Segment Pavement Condition 

1 Good 
2 Good 
3 Fair 
4 Good 
5 Fair 
6 Good 
7 Fair 
8 Good 

Source: UDOT 2006b 
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2.4.3 Drainage 

For the majority of US 40, stormwater runs off the road as sheet flow and drains 
into either roadside ditches or into natural drainage features such as creeks and 
washes along or near the highway. However, in some of the cities, there are 
closed drainage systems where the water is collected by curbs, gutters, and 
drains. Local residents and UDOT maintenance personnel have stated that 
drainage in the cities is inadequate, especially where the road level is higher than 
the adjacent curb. Specific locations that have poor drainage include Duchesne, 
Roosevelt, and Vernal (HDR 2007c; KMP Planning 2007a, 2007b). 

2.4.4 Bridge and Structure Conditions 

Bridge sufficiency ratings are used to determine whether a bridge is eligible for 
bridge replacement and rehabilitation and can indicate the relative condition of a 
structure. The ratings are based on structural adequacy, compliance with current 
design standards, importance for public use, and eligibility for federal bridge-
replacement funds. Bridge sufficiency ratings are applied to bridges and other 
similar structures like the concrete irrigation ditch over US 40 at MP 118.4. 
Ratings below 50 indicate that the structure should be replaced. Ratings between 
50 and 80 indicate that the structure is in fair condition and that rehabilitation, if 
cost-effective, should be considered. Structures with ratings of 80 or higher are in 
good or very good condition and are not eligible for federal funding through the 
Highway Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement (HBRR) Program. 

Currently, only one of the 22 structures along the study corridor is in poor 
condition (rated below 50); four others are in fair condition (rated between 50 
and 80). Table 2.4-5 lists the names and locations of the structures in poor or fair 
condition. 

Table 2.4-5. Poor and Fair Structures along the US 40 
Study Corridor 

Structure 
Number Bridge 

Beginning 
Milepost 

Sufficiency 
Rating Condition 

D-595 Red Creek Bridge 65 43.3 Poor 
D-592 Bridge over Sand Wash 66.5 62 Fair 
E-1096 Dry Gulch Canal 106.3 79.1 Fair 
D-593 Cottonwood Creek 114.6 75.2 Fair 
D-658 Ditch over US 40 118.4 60 Fair 

Source: UDOT 2007a 
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2.4.5 Traffic Conditions 

2.4.5.1 Level of Service 

Level of service (LOS) is a measure of the traveling conditions on a road, 
generally for aspects such as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, and comfort and convenience (TRB 2000). The Transportation 
Research Board defines the following six levels of service: 

• A: Free flow of traffic 
• B: Reasonably free flow 
• C: Stable flow 
• D: Approaching unstable flow 
• E: Unstable flow 
• F: Forced or breakdown flow 

As detailed in the Existing Facility Conditions Report in Support of the US 40 
Corridor Study (HDR 2007b) and as detailed in Appendix B, Level of Service 
Methodology, two types of level of service analyses were performed for the 
US 40 study corridor: an analysis of level of service on highway segments and an 
analysis of level of service at intersections that have traffic signals. The two 
separate analyses were necessary to accurately capture the existing conditions 
along US 40 since it travels through both rural (largely undeveloped) and more 
urban areas. 

Levels of Service on Highway Segments 

For US 40, the highway segment analysis was performed on areas outside of 
urban areas, and the analysis included consideration of existing passing lanes 
along the corridor. This analysis resulted in a list of 12 LOS segments that is 
different from the eight corridor study segments since the urban areas were not 
included and since the effects of terrain (mountainous, rolling, or level) on traffic 
function were considered as part of the analysis. Table 2.4-6 below shows the 
definitions used to determine the level of service along US 40. 
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Table 2.4-6. Definitions of Level of Service 
on Highways 

LOS 
Percent of Time Spent 

Following (%) 
Average Travel Speed 

(mph) 

A  < 35  > 55 

B  > 35–50  > 50–55 

C  > 50–65  > 45–50 

D  > 65–80  > 40–45 

E  > 80  < 40 

 Source: TRB 2000 

In general, the existing (2005) level of service on US 40 is LOS D or better 
during both the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak travel periods (see Table 
2.4-7 and Table 2.4-8 below), except for one section just outside the Vernal-
Naples urban area. 
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Table 2.4-7. Level of Service on US 40 in the Study Corridor in 2007 during the 
AM Peak Period 

LOS 
Analysis 

Segmenta Begin MP End MP 
Section Length 

(miles) 
Volume 
EB/WB LOS 

Average 
Speed (mph) 

Percent of Time 
Spent Following 

1 21.40 35.64 14.24 131/111 A 59.1 25.5 
2 35.64 42.97 7.33 131/111 C 53.9 54.1 
3 42.97 58.34 15.37 114/108 A 59.7 24.4 
4 58.34 72.33 13.99 114/108 A 55.5 32.0 
5 72.33 85.86 13.53 129/125 A 58.0 27.1 
6 86.81 104.57 17.76 164/133 D 44.4 58.1 
7 105.56 110.34 4.78 265/261 B 55.5 42.9 
8 115.20 116.62 1.42 265/261 E 37.7 63.8 
9 116.62 120.34 3.72 351/324 C 49.1 54.8 
10 121.90 137.55 15.65 230/281 C 47.0 63.0 
11 137.55 139.83 2.28 395/310 C 54.4 57.0 
12 149.94 157.10 7.16 369/324 D 51.3 69.8 

a The segments that were used for the highway level of service analysis are different from the project segments because 
urban areas were not included and because the analysis considers how terrain affects level of service. Gaps in the 
segments listed in this table represent urban areas that were not included in the level of service analysis. 

 

Table 2.4-8. Level of Service on US 40 in the Study Corridor in 2007 during the 
PM Peak Period 

LOS 
Analysis 

Segmenta Begin MP End MP 
Section Length 

(miles) 
 Volume 
EB/WB LOS 

Average 
Speed (mph)  

Percent of Time 
Spent Following 

1 21.40 35.64 14.24 123/129 A 57.8 26.9 
2 35.64 42.97 7.33 123/129 C 53.8 55.4 
3 42.97 58.34 15.37 113/112 A 59.9 24.5 
4 58.34 72.33 13.99 113/112 A 55.9 30.4 
5 72.33 85.86 13.53 122/130 A 58.1 26.3 
6 86.81 104.57 17.76 169/190 D 44.0 56.6 
7 105.56 110.34 4.78 348/327 C 54.9 50.2 
8 115.20 116.62 1.42 348/327 E 36.5 69.0 
9 116.62 120.34 3.72 483/446 C 47.7 63.8 
10 121.90 137.55 15.65 282/344 D 47.0 66.9 
11 137.55 139.83 2.28 560/448 D 52.2 68.2 
12 149.94 157.10 7.16 354/448 D 51.2 73.3 

a The segments that were used for the highway level of service analysis are different from the project segments because 
urban areas were not included and because the analysis considers how terrain affects level of service. Gaps in the 
segments listed in this table represent urban areas that were not included in the level of service analysis. 
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Levels of Service at Intersections with Traffic Signals 

The level of service in urban areas along US 40 through Vernal and Roosevelt 
was analyzed to develop a baseline of existing traffic conditions. Table 2.4-9 lists 
the definitions of level of service at intersections. See Appendix B, Level of 
Service Methodology, for more information about intersection level of service 
calculations. 

Table 2.4-9. Definitions of Level of 
Service at Intersections 

LOS Intersection Delay (seconds) 

A 0 to 10 

B 10 to 20 

C 20 to 35 

D 35 to 55 

E 55 to 80 

F > 80 

Source: TRB 2000 

Table 2.4-10, Table 2.4-11, Table 2.4-12, and Table 2.4-13 below summarize the 
existing (2007) levels of service in the Roosevelt-Ballard and Vernal-Naples 
urban areas. These tables show that all intersections in Roosevelt are operating at 
LOS C or better. During the PM peak period, some intersections in Vernal 
operate at LOS D through LOS F. The PM peak periods generally experience 
greater delays due to the higher traffic volumes. 
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Table 2.4-10. Level of Service and Delay at Intersections on US 40 
in Roosevelt in 2007 during the AM Peak Period 

LOS and Seconds of Delay by Location 

US 40 Cross Street  

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall 
Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

State Street 
A 

1.9 sec 
A 

0.4 sec 
C 

29.5 sec 
C 

29.6 sec 
A 

4.2 sec 

Lagoon Street 
A 

7.8 sec 
A 

7.7 sec 
B 

17.1 sec 
B 

13.3 sec 
B 

13.1 sec 

200 East 
C 

26.0 sec 
C 

21.1 sec 
A 

8.7 sec 
B 

15.8 sec 
B 

17.4 sec 

North 600 East 
A 

2.2 sec 
A 

2.9 sec 
C 

26.9 sec 
C 

26.9 sec 
A 

6.3 sec 

 

Table 2.4-11. Level of Service and Delay at Intersections on 
US 40 in Roosevelt in 2007 during the PM Peak Period 

LOS and Seconds of Delay by Location 

US 40 Cross Street  

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall 
Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

State Street 
A 

2.5 sec 
A 

2.3 sec 
C 

30.4 sec 
C 

30.7 sec 
A 

5.7 sec 

Lagoon Street 
A 

9.5 sec 
A 

9.5 sec 
B 

18.0 sec 
B 

18.3 sec 
B 

15.7 sec 

200 East 
C 

33.1 sec 
C 

29.8 sec 
C 

24.8 sec 
C 

26.9 sec 
C 

28.5 sec 

North 600 East  
A 

3.4 sec 
A 

3.5 sec 
C 

28.7 sec 
C 

28.8 sec 
A 

7.4 sec 

 

December 2007 Chapter 2: General Description of the Study Corridor | 2-39 



 
 

Table 2.4-12. Level of Service and Delay at Intersections on 
US 40 in Vernal in 2007 during the AM Peak Period 

LOS and Seconds of Delay by Location 

 US 40 Cross Street  

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall 
Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

100 South  
B 

19.3 sec 
B 

18.5 sec 
E 

56.5 sec 
C 

24.3 sec 
C 

27.2 sec 

500 West  
A 

5.2 sec 
A 

2.6 sec 
C 

26.7 sec 
C 

30.3 sec 
A 

7.6 sec 

100 West  
A 

1.1 sec 
A 

1.5 sec 
C 

34.9 sec 
C 

34.7 sec 
A 

3.6 sec 

Route 191  
A 

3.5 sec 
A 

5.4 sec 
C 

24.1 sec 
C 

27.1 sec 
B 

10.2 sec 

500 East 
A 

2.7 sec 
A 

3.0 sec 
C 

33.1 sec 
C 

33.5 sec 
A 

8.0 sec 

 

Table 2.4-13. Level of Service and Delay at Intersections on 
US 40 in Vernal in 2007 during the PM Peak Period 

LOS and Seconds of Delay by Location 

US 40 Cross Street  

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall 
Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

100 South  
C 

34.0 sec 
D 

50.6 sec 
E 

86.7 sec 
D 

22.9 sec 
D 

46.2 sec 

500 West  
B 

14.5 sec 
D 

38.5 sec 
E 

63.0 sec 
D 

35.4 sec 
C 

33.6 sec 

100 West 
A 

1.2 sec 
A 

2.8 sec 
D 

44.2 sec 
D 

41.0 sec 
A 

5.7 sec 

Route 191 
F 

164.8 sec 
A 

7.6 sec 
F 

112.8 sec 
C 

32.5 sec 
E 

74.1 sec 

500 East 
A 

5.9 sec 
B 

11.3 sec 
D 

36.3 sec 
D 

46.2 sec 
B 

15.5 sec 

2.4.5.2 Access Standards 

Access standards and management greatly affect the safety and operation of rural 
highways such as US 40, especially where the highway intersects developed 
cities and towns. Table 2.4-14 below outlines UDOT’s proposed statewide access 
management standards (these standards have not yet been finalized by UDOT). 
According to the access category inventory for UDOT Region 3, which includes 

2-40 | Chapter 2: General Description of the Study CorridorDecember 2007 December 2007 



 

the US 40 corridor, most of the study corridor is classified as System Priority 
Rural. The classification changes briefly through the more urbanized areas of 
Duchesne, Myton, Roosevelt, and Vernal-Naples, as follows: 

• Duchesne (all of Segment 3) and Roosevelt (in Segment 5): Regional 
Rural and Community Rural 

• Myton (in Segment 4): Regional Rural 

• Vernal and Naples (Segment 7): five different classifications depending 
on the location within the city, including Regional Rural, System Priority 
Urban, Regional Priority Urban, Regional Urban, and Community Rural 

Table 2.4-14. Proposed Standards for Access Management on State 
Highways 

Minimum Interchange to Cross Road 
Access Spacing (feet) 

Category 

Minimum 
Signal 

Spacing 
(feet) 

Minimum 
Street 

Spacing 
(feet) 

Minimum 
Access 
Spacing 

(feet) 

Standard A: 
to 1st R-in 

R-outa  

Standard B:  
to 1st 

Intersectionb  

Standard C: 
from Last R-in 

R-outc 

1 
Interstate/ 
Freeway 

Freeway/Interstate Standards Apply 

2 
System Priority 
Rural 5,280 1,000 1,000 1,320 1,320 1,320 

3 
System Priority 
Urban 2,640 

No unsignalized  
access permitted 1,320 1,320 1,320 

4 Regional Rural 2,640 660 500 660 1,320 500 

5 
Regional – 
Priority Urban 2,640 660 350 660 1,320 500 

6 
Regional 
Urban 1,320 350 200 500 1,320 500 

7 
Community 
Rural 1,320 300 150 NA NA NA 

8 
Community 
Urban 1,320 300 150 NA NA NA 

9 Other 1,320 300 150 NA NA NA 

Source: UDOT 2003 
a Standard A refers to the distance from the interchange off ramp gore area to the first right-in/right-out 

driveway intersection. 
b  Standard B refers to the distance from the interchange off ramp gore area to the first major intersection. 
c  Standard C refers to the distance from the last right-in/right-out driveway intersection to the interchange 

on ramp gore area. 
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2.4.5.3 Accident History 

The project team performed a complete analysis of existing crash data for the 
US 40 study corridor (HDR 2007c) by reviewing 5 years of crash data gathered 
by UDOT’s Office of Traffic and Safety (UDOT 2007b). The findings of that 
analysis are as follows: 

• Number of Crashes: The number of crashes has significantly increased 
since 2003 (that is, over the 2001 through 2003 numbers). 

• Crash Rate: The crash rate was above the statewide average for rural 
highways for the last 3 years of the study. 

• Roadway Surface Conditions: The majority of the crashes (84%) 
occurred on a dry road surface. 

• Contributing Factors: The three main contributing circumstances in all 
crashes were failure to yield right-of-way (16%), improper lookout 
(15%), and maintaining too fast a speed (15%). For fatal crashes, 
excessive speed (17%) and failure to yield (11%) were the most common 
contributing circumstances. 

• Crash Type: Collision with a moving vehicle was the most frequent 
crash type, or occurrence (40%). Collision with a moving vehicle was 
also the most frequent fatal crash occurrence (73%). 

• Wildlife Strikes: Wild animals were involved in 32% of crashes in the 
study corridor. According to available data, wild-animal-related incidents 
were not clustered in one particular area, but occurred throughout the 
corridor. However, local residents reported concentrations in Daniels 
Canyon, near Strawberry Reservoir, and near Starvation Reservoir (west 
of Duchesne). The actual number of these types of accidents could be 
higher since many collisions involving motor vehicles and wild animals 
are not reported. 

• Intersections: One out of every four crashes was at an intersection or 
was intersection-related. 

For complete information about the accident history of the corridor, see the 
US 40 Corridor Study Crash History and Analysis (HDR 2007c). 

2.4.5.4 Use of US 40 by the Oil and Gas Industry 

UDOT recognizes that the changing traffic conditions related to increased truck 
traffic from oil and gas development in the Uintah Basin are one of the most 
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significant considerations along the US 40 corridor. The US 40 Corridor Study 
included a close look at the use of the corridor by the oil and gas industry and 
documented some of the findings in a report titled Oil and Gas Truck Traffic 
Impacts on US 40 Corridor, Utah, in Support of the US 40 Corridor Study (HDR 
2007d). The corridor study also considered other recent investigations by UDOT, 
including the report Highway Freight Traffic Associated with the Development of 
Oil and Gas Wells (Kuhn 2006). 

Changing traffic conditions have caused the operation of this section of US 40 to 
deteriorate. Increased truck and overall traffic volumes have resulted in highway 
capacity deficiencies, mostly due to the geographical features of the roadway, 
safety issues, and the degraded condition of the highway surface. 

Overall, the number of average daily truck trips associated with establishing oil 
and gas wells is about 8,000 truck trips per day along this section of US 40 (HDR 
2007d). Steep grades slow down heavy trucks and the traffic behind them, and 
there is often no passing lane to allow lighter vehicles to safely pass the trucks. In 
some locations, there is a steep grade where trucks enter the flow of traffic, 
which causes major bottlenecks. This is the case at the intersection of US 40 and 
SR 88, where traffic traveling at 65 mph is interrupted by trucks entering the 
highway up a steep grade. Trucks at these types of locations are often moving at 
“crawl” speeds as they climb the hill. When other drivers approach these trucks, 
they must slow down suddenly, which causes dangerous driving conditions. The 
general lack of passing lanes along US 40 is a particular problem in locations 
with heavy truck traffic. 

In addition to traffic flow issues on the US 40 mainline, the increased truck 
traffic has caused problems in the cities along the corridor. Truck traffic has 
caused road damage, especially where trucks must stop for traffic signals; 
interruptions in the traffic flow at intersections because trucks must swing out 
into adjacent lanes to make the turn; and general incompatibilities because 
residents feel overwhelmed by the noise and operation of large trucks through 
downtown areas. 

2.4.6 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Due to its rural nature, US 40 does not have formal bicycle lanes or bikeways. 
The project segments that pass through more urbanized areas have sections of 
sidewalk available for pedestrian use. Bicycle use of roadway shoulders and 
crossings is also more prevalent in these areas. Segment 5, which includes 
Roosevelt and Ballard, is crossed by a “greenbelt” (trail corridor) that is used by 
cyclists and pedestrians. 
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Recreational cyclists ride along the shoulders of US 40, often for long distances. 
According to the Utah Bicycle Suitability Map (UDOT 2004b), most sections of 
the highway outside of city limits have a shoulder width of more than 4 feet. 
There are 2-to-4-foot-wide shoulders near Strawberry Reservoir, at the 
intersection of US 40 and SR 208 (about MP 68), and between Naples and 
Jensen. The map shows the areas of Daniels Summit and the city of Vernal as 
having shoulders less than 2 feet wide. Despite these deficiencies, the rates of 
bicycle/motor vehicle crashes on US 40 in all three counties along the corridor 
are lower than the state average (see Table 2.4-15). 

Table 2.4-15. Crashes Involving Bicycles, 
Pedestrians, and Motor Vehicles on US 40 in 
the Study Corridor, 1995–2004 

Area Ratea Statewide Ranking 

Bicycle/Motor Vehicle Crashes 

Utah 39.15 NA 
Wasatch County 23.30 9 
Duchesne County 13.21 22 
Uintah County  21.33 14 

Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle Crashes 

Utah 48.24 NA 

Wasatch County 27.18 14 

Duchesne County 26.86 15 

Uintah County  25.73 17 

Source: Utah Department of Health 2006 
a Rate is number of crashes per 100,000 people. 

2.5 Transportation Plans That Apply to the Study Corridor 

Transportation plans that apply to US 40 within the study corridor range from 
formal plans adopted at the state level by the Transportation Commission to local 
plans established to help provide future direction as communities grow. Table 
2.5-1 below summarizes the plans that identify projects along or management 
authority for land adjacent to the study corridor. Details about each plan are 
presented in the Existing Facility Conditions Report in Support of the US 40 
Corridor Study (HDR 2007b). 
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Table 2.5-1. Summary of Improvements to US 40 in Various Transportation Plans 

Plan Administrator Plan Name Summary  

UDOT Statewide Transportation Plan 
– Long-Range Transportation 
Plan 2007–2030 (adopted 
June 2007) 

Plan that covers rural and small urban areas in Utah as well as 
U.S. highways such as US 40. Updated every 4 years. Current 
plan includes the following projects on US 40: 

• Widen US 40 from SR 189 (Heber City) to Daniels Road (mouth 
of canyon). 

• Widen SR 121 from US 40 to SR 121 MP 5 in Roosevelt. 
• Widen US 40 from Vernal to SR 149 in Jensen. 

UDOT Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program 2007–
2012 (adopted 2006; new 
version pending) 

Five-year plan of highway and transit projects for Utah, updated 
yearly. Currently includes the following projects on US 40: 

• Rotomill and overlay on US 40 from Clegg Canyon to 
Strawberry Valley. 

• Reconstruct asphalt pavement on US 40 from Daniels Summit 
to Strawberry Maintenance Station. 

• Rehabilitate the US 40 bridge over Starvation Reservoir. 
• Add passing lanes on US 40 between Duchesne and Roosevelt. 
• Widen US 40 from west Roosevelt to Ioka Junction (widen to 

three lanes). 
• Reconstruct intersection of US 40 and 500 South in Vernal for 

traffic signal. 
• Widen US 40 from east Roosevelt to Ballard eastern city limit 

(widen to three lanes). 
• Widen and add passing lanes on US 40 from the “Twists” to 

Vernal. 
• Highway beautification in Vernal. 

BLM Western Regional Corridor 
Study (2005) 

Plan that identifies transportation corridors with the intention to 
show where BLM encourages the placement of utilities. Corridors 
are identified adjacent to US 40. US 40 projects in or near these 
corridors will require coordination with BLM.  

Bureau of Indian 
Affairs 

Indian Reservation Roads 
Inventory (2006) 

Comprehensive road inventory of public roads located in, or that 
provide access to, an Indian reservation or Indian trust land; 
restricted Indian land that is not subject to fee title alienation 
without federal approval; and Indian or Alaska Native Villages, 
groups, or communities in which Indians and Alaska Natives 
reside and whom the Secretary of the Interior has determined are 
eligible for services generally available to Indians under federal 
laws specifically applicable to Indians. The inventory is prepared 
in support of the Bureau’s road funding program. The inventory 
outlines road classifications, traffic volumes, maintenance 
responsibility, and ownership. 

The Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Inventory does 
not provide specific information on the location of the 64 official 
IRR routes in Uintah and Duchesne Counties. Any work on US 40 
on or near subject lands will require coordination with the Bureau 
and/or the Uintah-Ouray Tribal Government. 

December 2007 Chapter 2: General Description of the Study Corridor | 2-45 



 
 

2-46 | Chapter 2: General Description of the Study CorridorDecember 2007 December 2007 

Table 2.5-1. Summary of Improvements to US 40 in Various Transportation Plans 

Plan Administrator Plan Name Summary  

City of Duchesne Duchesne City Community 
Transportation Plan (2005) 

Draft community plan that provides a summary of current and 
future project needs. Includes the following high-priority projects 
for US 40: 

• Complete signal warrant study for the intersection of US 40 and 
SR 87. 

• Complete speed study at entrances to the city on US 40. 
• Construct turn lane on US 40 at the east end of town. 

City of Roosevelt  Roosevelt City Transportation 
Master Plan (2005) 

Draft community plan that provides a summary of current and 
future project needs. Includes the following high-priority projects 
for US 40: 

• Replace Dry Gulch irrigation culvert under US 40. 
• Improve intersection of US 40 and SR 121. 
• Make improvements to Cottonwood Creek Bridge on US 40 to 

address four-lane to two-lane bottleneck. 
• Add sidewalk to Cottonwood Creek bridge over US 40. 

Uintah County Uintah County General Plan 
(2005) 

General blueprint for future development in Uintah County. Plan 
includes policies that address general roadway development or 
coordination with UDOT (specifically, coordinating with UDOT 
during development of a master transportation plan and road 
maintenance plan). 

Town of Ballard Ballard Town Community 
Transportation Plan (2005) 

Draft community plan that provides a summary of current and 
future project needs. Includes the following high-priority projects 
for US 40: 

• Widen US 40 from Ballard to Fort Duchesne. 
• Improve the intersection of US 40 and 3500 East (modify turn 

radii and add turn lanes). 

City of Vernal Vernal City Transportation 
Master Plan (2004) 

Community plan that provides a summary of current and future 
project needs. Includes the following high-priority projects for 
US 40: 

• Improve intersection of US 40 and 1000 South (west side). 
• Improve intersection of US 40 and 100 South. 
• Improve intersection of US 40 and 500 East. 
• Improve intersection of US 40 and 500 South (east side). 

City of Naples Naples Transportation Plan 
(2006) 

Community plan that provides a summary of current and future 
project needs. Includes the following high-priority projects for 
US 40: 

• Widen US 40 from Roosevelt to Vernal. 
• Realign the US 40/SR 45 intersection. 
• Improve intersection of US 40 and 1500 South. 
• Improve intersection of US 40 and 500 South. 
• Complete signal warrant studies for the intersections of US 40 

and 500 South and US 40 and 1500 South. 

Source: HDR 2007b 
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Figure 2-1. Land Ownership 
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Chapter 3:  Study Corridor Segment Details 

This chapter describes the environmental and roadway conditions in each of the 
eight project study segments. 

3.1 Segment 1: Project Start (MP 21) to Daniels Summit 
(MP 34) 

3.1.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 1 

The 13-mile-long Segment 1 travels through Daniels Canyon and ends at Daniels 
Summit. The geology of this segment is a transition area of rock that is defined in 
part by the Round Valley Fault System. There are some hydric soils in this 
segment along Daniels Creek, which might indicate the presence of wetlands. 
There are minor amounts of soils that typically support prime farmland and 
farmland of statewide importance low in the canyon. 

Along this segment, there are five US 40 crossings 
of intermittent streams and 11 crossings of Daniels 
Creek, a perennial stream. Although no water 
bodies along this segment are identified as 
impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water 
Act, modifications to Daniels Creek and the 
intermittent streams are likely regulated under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. There is a 
FEMA-mapped floodplain for Daniels Creek along 
this segment. 

Vegetation along this segment transitions from 
sagebrush/grass and mountain brush near the 
western end to aspen, Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, 

white fir, and spruce/fir communities as the road travels east to Daniels Summit. 
Wildlife typical of this segment includes large mammals such as mule deer, elk, 
moose, and black bear and small mammals such as cottontail rabbit and 
snowshoe hare. Two species of forest grouse also use this area. Wildlife strikes in 
this segment appear to be concentrated at the mouth of the canyon and between 
about MP 30 and the summit at MP 34. 

 
US 40 through Daniels Canyon 
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Special-status species that could occur near or along Segment 1 include bald 
eagle and Canada lynx. Other special-status species, such as whooping cranes, 
might migrate through the area. 

The cultural resource investigation did not identify any previously recorded 
resources in this segment. There are five recreation areas administered by USFS 
that could be subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act. 

There are no records of any closed leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) 
along the highway in Segment 1. 

3.1.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 1 

3.1.2.1 Existing Conditions 

Segment 1 is characterized by mountainous terrain with an average grade of 4%. 
Passing is allowed in 93% of the segment, but there are only two formal 
eastbound passing lanes. According to public comments, additional passing 
opportunities are needed on this segment of US 40. The average right-of-way 
width is 133 feet, and the shoulder widths narrow to 2 feet or less along some 
portions of the segment. The pavement condition is considered good. Recent 
surface treatments in this segment include new pavement in 2002 between about 
MP 18 (the study corridor begins at MP 21) and MP 27, new construction in 
2001 between about MP 28 and MP 35, and surface seal in 2002 between about 
MP 28 and MP 35. UDOT recently performed roadway resurfacing between the 
Clegg Canyon turnoff (about MP 27) and the entrance to Lodgepole Campground 
(about MP 33) and installed rumble strips from the junction of US 40 and SR 189 
(outside the study corridor) to the Clegg Canyon turnoff. Both projects were 
completed in mid-October 2007. 

UDOT has not applied sufficiency ratings to any structures in this segment. 

As described in Section 2.4.5.1, Level of Service, the level of service for the 
study corridor was determined for both highway segments and for intersections 
with traffic signals. Segment 1 contains only highway segments. The current 
level of service during both the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak periods is 
LOS A. The 2005 annual average daily traffic (AADT) for this segment was 
4,135 vehicles. 
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Table 3.1-1 summarizes the accident history for Segment 1. 

Table 3.1-1. Accidents in Segment 1, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible or 
Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 23 7 3 1 2.64 0.31 
2003 25 12 4 0 3.18 0.31 
2004 36 6 2 0 3.41 0.16 
2005 31 7 2 1 3.18 0.23 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 1 is 12.9 miles. 

3.1.2.2 Future Conditions 

In general, UDOT’s goals for capacity are to provide a level of service of at least 
LOS C on rural highways and LOS D on urban streets. For this project, LOS C is 
considered to be the acceptable standard for highway segments. 

The US 40 corridor study process included projections of future (2035) level of 
service along the study corridor. These projections assume that no highway 
improvements would be completed between now and 2035. Detailed information 
about future level of service calculations is included in Appendix B, Level of 
Service Methodology. The future level of service on segments of US 40 is 
summarized and compared to the existing level of service in Table 3.1-2 and 
Table 3.1-3 below and in Figure 3-1, Existing and Future PM Peak Level of 
Service.  

As shown in Table 3.1-2 and Table 3.1-3, Segment 1 is expected to operate at an 
acceptable level of service during the PM peak period in 2035 but is not expected 
to meet the standard of LOS C in 2035 during the AM peak period. 
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Table 3.1-2. Level of Service on Segments of US 40 
in 2007 and 2035 during the AM Peak Period 

LOS 

LOS Segmenta 
Project 

Segment(s) 2007 2035 

1 (MP 21.4 to MP 35.6) 1 A D 
2 (MP 35.6 to MP 43.0) 2 C C 
3 (MP 43.0 to MP 58.3) 2 A C 
4 (MP 58.3 to MP 72.3) 2 A C 
5 (MP 72.3 to MP 85.9) 2 A C 
6 (MP 86.8 to MP 104.6) 4 D D 
7 (MP 105.6 to MP 110.3) 4 B C 
8 (MP 115.2 to MP 116.6) 5 E E 
9 (MP 116.6 to MP 120.3) 5/6 C D 
10 (MP 121.9 to MP 137.6) 6 C C 
11 (MP 137.6 to MP 139.8) 6 C C 
12 (MP 149.9 to MP 157.1) 8 D C 
a The segments that were used for the highway level of service analysis are 

different from the project segments because urban areas were not 
included and because the analysis considers how terrain affects level of 
service. Gaps in the segments listed in this table represent urban areas 
that were not included in the highway segment level of service analysis. 

 
Table 3.1-3. Level of Service on Segments of US 40 
in 2007 and 2035 during the PM Peak Period 

LOS 

LOS Segmenta 
Project 

Segment(s) 2007 2035 

1 (MP 21.4 to MP 35.6) 1 A C 
2 (MP 35.6 to MP 43.0) 2 C C 
3 (MP 43.0 to MP 58.3) 2 A B 
4 (MP 58.3 to MP 72.3) 2 A C 
5 (MP 72.3 to MP 85.9) 2 A B 
6 (MP 86.8 to MP 104.6) 4 D D 
7 (MP 105.6 to MP 110.3) 4 C D 
8 (MP 115.2 to MP 116.6) 5 E E 
9 (MP 116.6 to MP 120.3) 5/6 C D 
10 (MP 121.9 to MP 137.6) 6 D D 
11 (MP 137.6 to MP 139.8) 6 D D 
12 (MP 149.9 to MP 157.1) 8 D D 
a The segments that were used for the highway level of service analysis are 

different from the project segments because urban areas were not 
included and because the analysis considers how terrain affects level of 
service. Gaps in the segments listed in this table represent urban areas 
that were not included in the highway segment level of service analysis. 

 

3-4 | Chapter 3: Study Corridor Segment Details  December 2007 



 

As shown in Table 3.1-4, the AADT of Segment 1 is expected to increase by 
76% over 30 years. This is one of the highest-growth areas for daily traffic along 
the corridor. 

Table 3.1-4. Annual Average Daily Traffic Projections for the 
US 40 Study Corridor 

Annual Average Daily Traffic  
(number of vehicles) 

LOS 
Segmenta 

Project 
Segment 2005b 2012 2020 2035 30-Year Changec 

1 1 4,135 5,249 5,948 7,260 +76% (~2.5%/year) 
2 2 4,135 5,249 5,948 7,260 +76% (~2.5%/year) 
3 2 2,765 3,367 3,620 4,095 +48% (~1.6%/year) 
4 2 3,290 3,855 4,197 4,838 +47% (~1.6%/year) 
5 2 3,055 3,711 3,973 4,464 +46% (~1.5%/year) 
6 4 5,179 4,981 5,738 7,158 +38% (~1.3%/year) 
7 4 6,508 7,140 8,159 10,070 +55% (~1.8%/year) 
8 5 6,625 6,976 7,733 9,152 +38% (~1.3%/year) 
9 5/6 6,130 6,835 7,535 8,848 +44% (~1.5%/year) 
10 6 5,980 5,331 6,227 7,907 +32% (~1.1%/year) 
11 6 4,945 5,593 6,467 8,107 +64% (~2.1%/year) 
12 8 4,530 5,915 6,564 7,781 +72% (~2.4%/year) 

a See Table 3.1-2 above, Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 2035 during the 
AM Peak Period, for a comparison of the LOS segments and project segments. 

b AADT numbers for 2005 were the most recent available data. AADT information for 2007 was 
not available when this report was written. 

c Yearly change is an average based on total change from 2005; it is not adjusted for interim 
variations in growth. 

3.2 Segment 2: Daniels Summit (MP 34) to the Western 
Duchesne City Limit (MP 86) 

3.2.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 2 

Segment 2, which is 52 miles long, travels from Daniels Summit to the western 
limit of Duchesne. This long segment transitions from mountainous terrain to the 
Uintah Basin, the landform that dominates the remainder of the segments. 
Notable geologic features include two fault systems on the western edge of the 
basin: the Strawberry Fault System on the eastern edge of the Strawberry Valley 
and the Stinking Springs Fault just east of the Strawberry Fault System. Both 
faults are north-trending and cross US 40. Information about soils along this 
segment is unavailable, but it is likely that there are hydric soils associated with 
wetlands that are connected to the Strawberry River and that are scattered 
between Strawberry Reservoir and the city of Duchesne (most notably, washes at 
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Looking westbound from a point just west of the US 40 – 
Current Creek Road intersection 

MP 50, MP 60, and MP 85). Agricultural production along this segment near 
Fruitland might indicate the presence of prime farmland or farmland of statewide 
importance, but soils supporting such farmland are not mapped. 

Along this segment, there are 36 crossings by US 40 of intermittent streams 
(some streams might be crossed more than once), 19 crossings of perennial 
streams or rivers, and one crossing of Starvation Reservoir (at MP 81). Perennial 
streams and rivers crossed by US 40 include Strawberry River (MPs 36.5 and 
85.7), Co-op Creek (MPs 40 to 41), Chicken Creek (MP 41.8), Trout Creek 
(MP 44.1), Cow Creek (MP 45), Soldier Creek (MP 50.3), Deep Creek (multiple 
crossings between MP 52 and MP 58), Currant Creek (MP 58), and Red Creek 
(MP 65). Both Strawberry Reservoir and Starvation Reservoir are identified as 
impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, and both have approved 
total maximum daily load (TMDL) guidelines. FEMA-mapped floodplains along 
this segment include Strawberry River at MP 36.5, Co-op Creek, Cow Creek, 

Soldier Creek, Deep Creek from MP 57 to 
MP 59, and Currant Creek. 

Vegetation along this segment is typical of the 
rest of the Uintah Basin. Major vegetation 
types in the basin include pinyon-juniper 
woodland, salt desert scrub, desert shrub, 
agriculture, and disturbed habitats. Ute ladies’- 
tresses, a special-status plant, occurs 
throughout the basin in wetland habitats. The 
basin is dominated by wildlife typical of high, 
cold deserts, including white-tailed prairie dog, 
black-tailed jackrabbit, coyote, beaver, red fox, 
porcupine, spotted skunk, and Townsend’s big-
eared bat. The dominant desert shrub habitat is 

used by burrowing owls, short-eared owls, ferruginous hawks, sage sparrows, 
lark sparrows, western meadowlarks, loggerhead shrikes, horned larks, and 
occasional irruptions (sudden population increases) of lark buntings. Golden 
eagles nest throughout the region. Reptiles that inhabit the Uintah Basin include 
the faded pygmy rattlesnake, striped whipsnake, and Woodhouse’s toad. Sandhill 
cranes and occasionally whooping cranes pass through the basin during 
migration. The basin is year-round range for deer and pronghorn antelope and is 
important winter range for elk. Large mammals frequently cross the highway in 
the Strawberry Valley between about MP 35 and MP 55. Wildlife strike 
information shows a concentration of strikes around MP 60. 
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Special-status species that could occur near or along Segment 2 include bald 
eagle (especially during the winter around Strawberry Reservoir), Canada lynx, 
Ute ladies’-tresses, and Barneby ridge-cress. Other special-status species, such as 
whooping cranes, might migrate through the area. 

The cultural resource investigation identified a portion of the historic Victory 
Highway, a resource that is eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), in this segment. There is a cemetery on the south side of 
the highway at about MP 63. There are 11 recreation areas that could be subject 
to the provisions of Section 4(f), including nine USFS facilities and two state 
facilities (Currant Creek Wildlife Management Area and Starvation State Park). 

There are records of three closed LUSTs along the highway in Segment 2. 

3.2.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 2 

3.2.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The terrain of Segment 2 is rolling between about MP 35 and MP 43, with the 
rest considered mountainous with average grades of 3% to 4%. Passing is 
allowed in 83% of the segment. Even though there are several formal passing 
lanes (12 total, six in each direction), public comments about this segment of 
US 40 identified a need for additional passing lanes. The average right-of-way 
width is 232 feet, and the pavement condition is considered good. Recent surface 
treatments and minor construction in this segment include surface seal in 2004 
between MP 35 and MP 51, surface rejuvenation in 2005 between MP 51 and 
MP 58, structural overlay in 2002 between MP 59 and MP 68, and surface seal in 
2002 between MP 68 and MP 86. In the near future, UDOT is planning roadway 
reconstruction without widening between MP 54.7 and MP 58.7 (2008) and 
preventive maintenance of the bridge over Starvation Reservoir at MP 81. UDOT 
currently rates the sufficiency of the Starvation Reservoir Bridge as good. 

In addition to the Starvation Reservoir Bridge, there are four other structures to 
which UDOT has applied sufficiency ratings in this segment: Strawberry River 
Bridge at MP 36.9, Currant Creek Bridge at MP 58.1, Red Creek Bridge at 
MP 65, and Sand Wash Bridge at MP 66.5. The Red Creek Bridge is rated as 
poor. The Sand Wash Bridge is considered fair, and the remaining three 
(including Starvation Reservoir Bridge) are considered to be in good condition. 

Like Segment 1, Segment 2 contains only highway segments. As shown above in 
Table 3.1-2, Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 2035 during the 
AM Peak Period, and Table 3.1-3, Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 
2007 and 2035 during the PM Peak Period, the current level of service is LOS C 
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in both the AM and PM peak periods from MP 35.6 to MP 43.0. The remainder 
of the segment operates at LOS A during both the AM and PM peak periods. 

The 2005 AADT of this segment varies from a high of 4,135 vehicles between 
MP 35.6 and MP 43.0 to a low of 2,765 vehicles between MP 43.0 and MP 58.3. 

Table 3.2-1 summarizes the accident history for Segment 2. 

Table 3.2-1. Accidents in Segment 2, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible 
or Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 58 12 8 3 1.57 0.21 
2003 67 17 0 3 1.69 0.06 
2004 75 21 10 4 2.13 0.27 
2005 68 14 10 5 1.88 0.29 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 2 is 51.56 miles. 

3.2.2.2 Future Conditions 

The future level of service for Segment 2 is summarized and compared to the 
existing level of service in Table 3.1-2 and Table 3.1-3 above. As shown in the 
tables, Segment 2 will meet UDOT’s standard of LOS C in 2035. 

As shown above in Table 3.1-4, Annual Average Daily Traffic Projections for the 
US 40 Study Corridor, the AADT of Segment 2 is expected to increase by 
between 46% and 48% between MP 43.0 and MP 85.9. Between MP 35.6 and 
MP 43.0, the AADT is expected to increase by 76% over 30 years. 
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3.3 Segment 3: Incorporated Area of Duchesne (MP 86 to 
MP 88) 

 
US 40 entering Duchesne from the west 

3.3.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 3 

Segment 3, which is 2 miles long, passes through the developed area of the city 
of Duchesne. The segment is dominated by developed and disturbed habitats 
except on the fringes, where vegetation and wildlife typical of the Uintah Basin 
are found. This segment could contain the special-status species Ute ladies’-

tresses in riparian areas associated with the 
Strawberry River. A high number of wildlife 
strikes has been recorded on the western end of 
this segment between Starvation Reservoir (which 
the highway crosses in Segment 2 at about MP 81) 
and downtown. 

The results of the cultural resources records search 
at the Utah Office of State History did not show 
any previously recorded sites eligible for listing 
on the NRHP. However, there are a number of 
historic homes and businesses along US 40 in this 
segment. The city park and pool complex on 
US 40 is subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) 

and might be subject to the provisions of Section 6(f) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act. 

The highway crosses one stream in this segment: the Strawberry River at about 
MP 88. FEMA has mapped the floodplain for this perennial stream. 

As is typical of more urbanized areas, there are several sites along the highway 
where LUSTs have been closed (eight total). 

3.3.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 3 

3.3.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The terrain of Segment 3, which travels through the city of Duchesne, is 
generally level. Passing is allowed in 83% of the segment, much of it through the 
portion of the city where there are four travel lanes. The average right-of-way 
width is 168 feet, and the pavement condition is considered fair. Recent surface 
treatments in this segment include surface rejuvenation between MP 85.9 and 
MP 86.8 in 2003 and structural overlay between MP 86.8 and MP 97.2 (in 
Segment 4), also in 2003. 

rough the city of Duchesne, is 
generally level. Passing is allowed in 83% of the segment, much of it through the 
portion of the city where there are four travel lanes. The average right-of-way 
width is 168 feet, and the pavement condition is considered fair. Recent surface 
treatments in this segment include surface rejuvenation between MP 85.9 and 
MP 86.8 in 2003 and structural overlay between MP 86.8 and MP 97.2 (in 
Segment 4), also in 2003. 
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UDOT has applied sufficiency ratings to two structures in this segment, both 
over the Strawberry River. Both structures are considered to be in good 
condition. 

Because Segment 3 travels through a more urbanized area, the level of service for 
this segment was not determined. The current level of service for Segment 2 to 
the west is LOS A during both the AM and PM peak periods, and the level of 
service for Segment 4 to the east of Segment 3 is LOS D during both the AM and 
PM peak periods. 

The current AADT of the portion of Segment 2 to the west is 3,055 vehicles, and 
the AADT of the portion of Segment 4 just to the east is 5,179 vehicles. 

Table 3.3-1 summarizes the accident history for Segment 3. 

Table 3.3-1. Accidents in Segment 3, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible 
or Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 5 1 2 0 4.79 1.20 
2003 3 3 1 0 4.19 0.60 
2004 6 8 0 0 8.38 0.00 
2005 5 3 0 0 4.79 0.00 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 3 is 1.67 miles. 

3.3.2.2 Future Conditions 

As noted in Section 3.3.2.1, Existing Conditions, the level of service was not 
calculated for this segment. The future level of service for Segment 2 to the west 
of this segment is expected to be acceptable during both the AM peak and PM 
peak periods. The level of service for Segment 4, which is just east of Duchesne, 
is projected to remain at its current level of LOS D during both the AM and PM 
peak periods in 2035. 

The AADT of the portion of Segment 3 to the west is expected to increase by 
46% over 30 years, while the AADT of the portion of Segment 4 to the east is 
expected to increase by 38% over the same period. 
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3.4 Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne (MP 88) to the 
Western Limit of Roosevelt (MP 112) 

3.4.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 4 

The 24-mile-long Segment 4 travels from the eastern limit of the city of 
Duchesne to the western limit of Roosevelt. The geology of this segment is 
typical of the Uintah Basin (older Tertiary rock with intrusions of younger 
Quaternary rock). The Duchesne–Pleasant Valley Fault System is just south of 
US 40 along the western end of this segment. This east-west-trending normal 
fault system does not cross the highway. 

Though information about soils along this segment is unavailable, it is likely that 
there are hydric soils associated with wetlands and dry washes all along the 
segment, but especially between MP 96 and MP 106. Agricultural production 
occurs all along this segment and might indicate the presence of prime farmland 
or farmland of statewide importance, but soils supporting such farmland are not 
mapped. 

This segment crosses three perennial streams, nine intermittent streams, and 18 
canals or ditches. Perennial streams include Antelope Creek (MP 97), the 
Duchesne River (MP 105), and Dry Gulch Creek (MP 110). Antelope Creek, the 
Duchesne River, and Dry Gulch Creek and its tributaries are listed as impaired 
under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. There are approved TMDLs for 
Antelope Creek and the Duchesne River. FEMA has mapped the floodplain of 
the Duchesne River, which runs parallel to US 40 for most of this segment. 

Vegetation and wildlife along this segment are typical of the Uintah Basin, as 
described in Section 3.2, Segment 2: Daniels Summit (MP 34) to the Western 
Duchesne City Limit (MP 86). Special-status species that could use the area 
include southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, Barneby ridge-
cress, clay reed-mustard (also known as clay thelopody), Ute ladies’-tresses, and 
Uinta Basin hookless cactus. Wildlife strikes have been concentrated between 
about MP 95 and MP 105 due to the proximity of the Duchesne River and other 
perennial streams. 

The results of the cultural resources records search at the Utah Office of State 
History show a number of NRHP-eligible historic dams and ditches (including 
the Gray Mountain Canal and Martin Lateral), historic farms and ranches, and 
historic transportation features, including the Victory Highway. The town of 
Myton has a number of historic homes, though most are south and east of US 40. 
Myton Park, the only feature that could be subject to the provisions of 
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Section 4(f) and Section 6(f), is east of the highway and is not likely to be 
affected by any improvements to US 40. 

There are records of two closed LUSTs along the highway in Segment 4. 

3.4.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 4 

3.4.2.1 Existing Conditions 

 
Looking south across the intersection of US 40 and 
SR 87, also known as Ioka Junction 

The terrain of Segment 4 is rolling between about MP 87 and MP 105 and 
mountainous between about MP 106 and MP 111. The mountainous portion of 
the segment has an average grade of 4.5%. Passing is allowed in 75% of the 
segment, though there are only two formal passing lanes in the segment (one in 

each direction) and a widened portion leading into 
Roosevelt at about MP 111. The average right-of-
way width is 137 feet, and the pavement condition 
is considered good. 

Recent surface treatments and minor construction 
in this segment include structural overlay in 2003 
between about MP 87 and MP 109 and surface 
rejuvenation between MP 109 and MP 115 (which 
is in Segment 5). UDOT is currently (September 
2007) finishing up a project in the segment that 
extends the passing lanes east of Myton (about 
MP 105) and adds acceleration lanes at the 
Bridgeland intersection (about MP 97). Other 
future projects listed in the Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program include widening from Ioka Junction 
(about MP 109.6) to west Roosevelt (about MP 111.5) and adding passing lanes 
between Duchesne and Roosevelt. 

UDOT has applied sufficiency ratings to six structures in this segment, including 
Grey Mountain Canal Bridge at MP 95.6, Antelope Creek Bridge at MP 97.2, 
Bridgeland-Myton Wash Bridge at MP 100.2, Duchesne River Bridge at 
MP 105.3, and two bridges over Dry Gulch Canal at MP 106.3 and MP 110.5. 
The Antelope Creek Bridge was recently replaced and is considered to be in very 
good condition, as is the Duchesne River Bridge. The Grey Mountain Canal, 
Bridgeland-Myton Wash, and easternmost Dry Gulch Bridges are all considered 
to be in good condition. The westernmost Dry Gulch Canal Bridge is considered 
to be in fair condition. 
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Segment 4 contains only highway segments. As shown above in Table 3.1-2, 
Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 2035 during the AM Peak 
Period, and Table 3.1-3, Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 
2035 during the PM Peak Period, the current level of service for the section 
between MP 86.8 and MP 104.6 is LOS D during both the AM and PM peak 
periods. Between MP 105.6 and MP 110.3, the level of service is LOS B during 
the AM peak period and LOS C during the PM peak period. 

The current AADT of Segment 4 is 5,179 vehicles between MP 86.8 and 
MP 104.6 and 6,508 vehicles between MP 105.6 and MP 110.3. 

Table 3.4-1 summarizes the accident history for Segment 4. 

Table 3.4-1. Accidents in Segment 4, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible 
or Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 51 11 2 0 2.67 0.08 
2003 30 16 7 2 2.30 0.38 
2004 61 12 1 2 3.17 0.13 
2005 44 10 2 0 2.34 0.08 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 4 is 23.95 miles. 

3.4.2.2 Future Conditions 

As shown in Table 3.1-2 and Table 3.1-3 above, the section of highway between 
MP 86.8 and MP 104.6 is projected to operate at LOS D during both the AM and 
PM peak periods in 2035. This is below UDOT’s rural standard of LOS C. The 
section of highway between MP 105.6 and MP 110.3 is projected to operate at an 
acceptable LOS C during the AM peak period and a deficient LOS D during the 
PM peak period. 

As shown above in Table 3.1-4, Annual Average Daily Traffic Projections for the 
US 40 Study Corridor, the AADT of Segment 4 is projected to increase by 38% 
between MP 86.8 and MP 104.6 and by 55% between MP 105.6 and MP 110.3 
over the next 30 years. 
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3.5 Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Incorporated Areas 
(MP 112 to MP 119) 

 
US 40 through Roosevelt 

3.5.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 5 

Segment 5, which is 7 miles long, covers the more urbanized areas of Roosevelt 
and Ballard. Even though this segment is dominated by developed and disturbed 

habitats, it still supports four natural streams (one 
perennial stream—Cottonwood Creek—and three 
intermittent streams) and four intermittent canals 
or ditches. There are some hydric soils along 
Segment 5, as well as some soils that could 
support prime farmland if irrigated. FEMA has 
not mapped the floodplain of Cottonwood Creek 
in this segment. 

Vegetation and wildlife types are typical of those 
found in developed areas and disturbed habitats, 
though lands along the highway also support a 
valuable wooded riparian habitat along 
Cottonwood Creek, a number of prairie dog 
towns, and raptor nesting habitat. The prairie dog 

towns might also support black-footed ferrets and burrowing owls. Special-status 
species that could occur near or along this segment include the Colorado 
pikeminnow, razorback sucker, clay reed-mustard, shrubby reed-mustard, Ute 
ladies’-tresses, and Uinta Basin hookless cactus. 

There are a number of historic ditches, canals, and waterworks that are eligible 
for listing on the NRHP in Segment 5, including the State Land Lateral Canal 
and the Pickup Wash Lateral. This segment of US 40 also passes historic homes 
and businesses along Roosevelt’s historic downtown. Roosevelt Regional Park 
and Ballard Park are subject to the provisions of Section 4(f). Roosevelt Regional 
Park might also be subject to the provisions of Section 6(f). 

There are two registered hazardous waste handlers along this segment at about 
MP 114 and MP 117. At least 10 closed LUST sites are also present along the 
highway in Segment 5. 
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3.5.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 5 

3.5.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The terrain of Segment 5, which is inside the incorporated areas of Roosevelt and 
Ballard, is rolling and level. Passing is allowed in 86% of the segment, and much 
of this passing is accommodated by four travel lanes through part of the cities. 
The average right-of-way width is 97 feet, which is the narrowest average right-
of-way along the entire study corridor. The pavement condition is fair due in 
large part to stop-and-go movements of heavy trucks. Recent surface treatments 
and minor construction in this segment include surface rejuvenation in 2004 
between MP 109.5 in Segment 4 and MP 115.2, structural overlay in 2005 
between MP 115.2 and MP 121.7 in Segment 6, and roadway reconstruction with 
widening (addition of a center turn lane) in 2007 between MP 115.4 and 
MP 116.4. 

UDOT has applied a sufficiency rating to one structure in this segment, a bridge 
over Cottonwood Creek Bridge at MP 114.6. The Cottonwood Creek Bridge is 
considered to be in fair condition. 

Because Segment 5 is more developed and contains a number of controlled 
intersections, the level of service was calculated for signalized intersections only. 
The current level of service was calculated for four intersections: US 40 and 
State Street, US 40 and Lagoon Street, US 40 and 200 East, and US 40 and 600 
East. The existing (2005) AM and PM peak levels of service for these 
intersections are shown in Table 2.4-10, Level of Service and Delay at 
Intersections on US 40 in Roosevelt in 2007 during the AM Peak Period, and 
Table 2.4-11, Level of Service and Delay at Intersections on US 40 in Roosevelt 
in 2007 during the PM Peak Period, in Chapter 2, General Description of the 
Study Corridor. As shown in these tables, all four intersections operate at LOS A 
or B during the AM peak period and LOS A, B, or C during the PM peak period. 

Average peak-hour traffic volumes at the Roosevelt intersections are shown in 
Appendix C, Projected Intersection Volumes and Level of Service. The current 
AADT between MP 115.2 and MP 116.6 (a section that was evaluated separately 
from the intersections) is 6,625 vehicles. 

Table 3.5-1 below summarizes the accident history for Segment 5. 
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Table 3.5-1. Accidents in Segment 5, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible 
or Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 13 13 4 1 4.42 0.71 
2003 19 12 1 0 4.56 0.14 
2004 20 11 3 0 4.84 0.43 
2005 22 12 5 0 5.56 0.71 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 5 is 7.02 miles. 

3.5.2.2 Future Conditions 

As explained in Section 2.4.5.1, Level of Service, the Highway Capacity Manual 
(TRB 2000) defines standards for qualitatively assessing traffic flow on roads 
and highways (that is, determining whether traffic can be described as free flow, 
forced flow, or something in between). In addition, the Highway Capacity 
Manual defines level of service standards for intersections according to the 
average overall wait time for a vehicle to pass through an intersection. Level of 
service can be quantitatively measured at any intersection, and this provides an 
additional performance measurement for the corridor. Table 3.5-2 lists the 
intersection level of service indicators in the Highway Capacity Manual. 
UDOT’s goal for capacity in urban areas is to provide a level of service at 
intersections of at least LOS D. 

Table 3.5-2. Indicators of Level of Service at 
Intersections 

LOS Intersection Delay (seconds) 

A 0 to 10 

B 10 to 20 

C 20 to 35 

D 35 to 55 

E 55 to 80 

F > 80 

Source: TRB 2000 
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The US 40 corridor study process included projections of future (2035) level of 
service for the four Roosevelt intersections. These projections assume that no 
highway or intersection improvements are completed between now and 2035. As 
shown in Table 3.5-3 and Table 3.5-4, all of the intersections are expected to 
operate at acceptable levels of service in 2035 during both the AM and PM peak 
periods. Detailed information about level of service and projected delay in 2035 
is included in Appendix C, Projected Intersection Volumes and Level of Service. 

Table 3.5-3. Level of Service at Intersections on US 40 
in Roosevelt in 2007 and 2035 during the AM Peak 
Period 

 Level of Service 

Intersection 2007 2035 

US 40/State Street A B 
US 40/Lagoon Street  B C 
US 40/200 East B C 
US 40/600 East A A 

 

Table 3.5-4. Level of Service at Intersections on US 40 
in Roosevelt in 2007 and 2035 during the PM Peak 
Period 

 Level of Service 

Intersection 2007 2035 

US 40/State Street A C 
US 40/Lagoon Street  B E 
US 40/200 East C D 
US 40/600 East A C 

As shown above in Table 3.1-4, Annual Average Daily Traffic Projections for the 
US 40 Study Corridor, the AADT between MP 115.2 and MP 116.6 is expected 
to increase by 38% over the next 30 years. Peak-period intersection volumes in 
Roosevelt are expected to increase by 3.34% per year. Projected future 
intersection volumes are listed in Appendix C, Projected Intersection Volumes 
and Level of Service. 
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3.6 Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard (MP 119) to the 
Western Limit of Vernal (MP 142) 

3.6.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 6 

The 23-mile-long Segment 6 extends from the eastern edge of the more 
urbanized areas associated with Roosevelt and Ballard to the western limit of 
Vernal. There are limited soils that could support prime farmland along this 
segment, which is reflected in a general lack of agricultural production compared 
to that in Segment 4. Some hydric soils occur along the Uinta River around 
MP 121 and along a number of washes in this segment that could support 
wetlands. US 40 crosses two perennial streams (Montes Creek at MP 119 and 

Uinta River at MP 122), 18 intermittent streams or 
washes (which represent the crossing of a single 
feature more than once), and seven canals or 
ditches. The Uinta River, which is listed as 
impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water 
Act, has an approved TMDL. FEMA has mapped 
floodplains for Montes Creek, the Uinta River, 
Sand Wash (MP 130), Halfway Hollow Creek 
(MP 131), and Twelvemile Wash (MP 134 
through MP 138). 

The geology, vegetation, and wildlife along this 
segment are typical of the Uintah Basin. Special-
status species that could use the area include the 
Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker, clay 

reed-mustard, Ute ladies’-tresses, shrubby reed-mustard, and Uinta Basin 
hookless cactus. Wooded riparian habitat occurs near the Uinta River in Fort 
Duchesne, and there are prairie dog towns between about MP 125 and MP 135. 

There are some ditches and canals along this segment that are identified as 
NRHP-eligible. Other cultural resources of note are the Wing Song Store near 
Fort Duchesne and a cemetery, also near Fort Duchesne. There are no park and 
recreation resources that would be subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) or 
Section 6(f). 

There are two closed LUST sites in this segment, both near Fort Duchesne. 

 
Looking west at the uphill grade from the 
intersection of US 40 and SR 88 
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3.6.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 6 

3.6.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The terrain of Segment 6 is mountainous between MP 117 in Segment 5 and 
MP 120.3 (average grade of 3%) and between MP 137.6 and MP 139.8 (average 
grade of 4%). The remainder of the segment—MP 121.9 to MP 137.6—is rolling. 
Passing is allowed in 79% of the segment, though there are only two formal 
passing lanes in the segment (one in each direction). The general public and local 
stakeholders have noted that additional passing lanes and acceleration and 
deceleration lanes are needed in this segment due to heavy truck traffic. The 
average right-of-way width is 256 feet, which is the widest of all segments along 
the corridor, and the pavement condition is good. 

Recent surface treatments (structural overlay) were completed in 2005 between 
about MP 115.2 in Segment 5 and MP 141.5. In 2007, UDOT extended the 
eastbound passing lane from the “Twists” (about MP 134) to the Vernal city limit 
at about MP 141.5. Future planned projects for Segment 6 include installing a 
signal at the intersection of 7500 East (about MP 121.5) in Fort Duchesne (2008), 
adding passing lanes from MP 139 to MP 141 (no date identified), and improving 
the intersection of US 40 and SR 88 at MP 130.5 (no date identified). 

UDOT has applied sufficiency ratings to five structures in this segment, 
including the Uinta River Bridge at MP 121.6, Sand Wash Bridge at MP 129.5, 
Halfway Hollow Wash Bridge at MP 130.9, and Twelvemile Wash Bridge at 
MP 133.7. The Uinta River, Halfway Hollow, and Twelvemile Wash Bridges are 
in good condition. The Sand Wash Bridge is in very good condition. 

Segment 6 contains only highway segments. As shown above in Table 3.1-2, 
Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 2035 during the AM Peak 
Period, this segment currently operates at LOS C during the AM peak period. 
During the PM peak period, the level of service falls to LOS D between 
MP 121.9 and MP 139.8 (see Table 3.1-3 above, Level of Service on Segments 
of US 40 in 2007 and 2035 during the PM Peak Period). 

As shown above in Table 3.1-4, Annual Average Daily Traffic Projections for the 
US 40 Study Corridor, the 2005 AADT of Segment 6 was 6,130 vehicles 
between MP 116.6 (in Segment 5) and MP 120.3, 5,980 vehicles between 
MP 121.9 and MP 137.6, and 4,945 vehicles between MP 137.6 and MP 139.8. 

Table 3.6-1 below summarizes the accident history for Segment 6. 

December 2007  Chapter 3: Study Corridor Segment Details | 3-19 



 
 

Table 3.6-1. Accidents in Segment 6, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible 
or Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 20 9 6 0 1.52 0.26 
2003 23 9 5 2 1.70 0.30 
2004 26 6 10 0 1.83 0.44 
2005 42 15 3 1 2.65 0.17 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 6 is 22.98 miles. 

3.6.2.2 Future Conditions 

As shown above in Table 3.1-2 and Table 3.1-3, the sections between MP 116.6 
and MP 120.3 and between MP 137.6 and MP 139.8 are projected to operate at 
LOS D during both the AM and PM peak periods in 2035, which does not meet 
UDOT’s standard. The section between MP 121.9 and MP 137.6 is projected to 
operate at LOS C during the AM peak period and LOS D during the PM peak 
period in 2035. This section of the segment meets UDOT’s rural standard during 
the AM peak period only. 

As shown above in Table 3.1-4, the AADT of Segment 6 is expected to increase 
by 44% between MP 116.6 (in Segment 5) and MP 120.3, by 32% between 
MP 121.9 and MP 137.6, and by 64% between MP 137.6 and MP 139.8 over the 
next 30 years. 
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3.7 Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Incorporated Areas 
(MP 142 to MP 149) 

 
Looking northeast from the intersection of US 40 and 
2500 West in west Vernal 

3.7.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 7 

Segment 7, which is 7 miles long, travels through the developed areas of Vernal 
and Naples. This segment contains some hydric soils, and there are wetland 
complexes between MP 145 and MP 155 (which is in Segment 8). Some soils 
along this segment could support prime farmland if irrigated. Agricultural 

production is common in the Vernal/Naples area, 
though there are few areas in production close to 
US 40 along this segment. 

Segment 7 crosses three intermittent streams and 
three canals or ditches. There are no impaired 
water bodies along this segment. FEMA has 
mapped floodplains for three canals: Steinaker 
Service Canal (MP 143), Ashley Central Canal 
(MP 143), and Ashley Canal (MP 147). 

Vegetation and wildlife types are typical of those 
found in developed areas and disturbed habitats. 
Wildlife strikes have been minimal along this 
segment. Special-status species that could use 

canals in the area include bonytail, Colorado pikeminnow, Ute ladies’-tresses, 
and razorback sucker. 

The cultural resources records search did not show any previously recorded 
NRHP-eligible resources along the highway in this segment. However, there are 
many historic homes and businesses along the highway in Vernal and Naples. 
Cobble Rock Park and Kiwanis Park, both at about MP 144 but on opposite sides 
of the highway, would be subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) if they would 
be affected by future road improvement projects. Cobble Rock Park might also 
be subject to the provisions of Section 6(f). 

There is one registered hazardous waste handler along this segment at about 
MP 145. At least 22 closed LUST sites are also present along the highway in 
Segment 7. 
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3.7.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 7 

3.7.2.1 Existing Conditions 

 
Intersection of US 40 and SR 45 in Naples 

The terrain of Segment 7, which is inside the incorporated areas of Vernal and 
Naples, is rolling and level. Passing is allowed in 82% of the segment, much of it 
accommodated by four travel lanes through part of the cities. The average right-

of-way width is 113 feet, and the pavement 
condition is fair due in large part to stop-and-go 
movements of heavy trucks. Recent surface 
treatments and minor construction in this segment 
include surface seal in 2003 between MP 141.5 
and MP 145.9 and structural overlay in 2005 
between MP 145.9 and MP 156.6 (in Segment 8). 
The Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program also lists highway beautification in 
Vernal as an upcoming project. 

UDOT has applied a sufficiency rating to one 
structure in this segment: the Steinaker Canal 
Bridge. This structure is considered to be in good 
condition. 

Because Segment 7 is more developed and contains a number of controlled 
intersections, the level of service was calculated for signalized intersections only. 
The current level of service was calculated for five intersections: US 40 and 100 
South, US 40 and 500 West, US 40 and 100 West, US 40 and Vernal Avenue 
(US 191), and US 40 and 500 East. The existing (2005) AM and PM peak levels 
of service for these intersections are shown in Table 2.4-12, Level of Service and 
Delay at Intersections on US 40 in Vernal in 2007 during the AM Peak Period, 
and Table 2.4-13, Level of Service and Delay at Intersections on US 40 in Vernal 
in 2007 during the PM Peak Period, in Chapter 2, General Description of the 
Study Corridor. As shown in Table 2.4-12, all five modeled intersections 
currently operate at LOS A, B, or C during the AM peak period. Table 2.4-13 
shows that the level of service varies from LOS A (US 40/100 West) to LOS E 
(US 40/SR 191) during the PM peak period. 

Average peak-period traffic volumes at the Vernal intersections are listed in 
Appendix C, Projected Intersection Volumes and Level of Service. Table 3.7-1 
below summarizes the accident history of Segment 7. 
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Table 3.7-1. Accidents in Segment 7, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible or 
Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 79 25 12 3 16.86 2.12 
2003 71 21 7 0 14.02 0.99 
2004 73 24 7 1 14.87 1.13 
2005 85 30 3 0 16.71 0.42 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 7 is 7.06 miles. 

3.7.2.2 Future Conditions 

Projections for future (2035) operation of the five Vernal intersections are shown 
in Table 3.7-2 and Table 3.7-3 below. During the AM peak period, the 
intersection of US 40 and 100 South is expected to operate at LOS F by 2035 
while the other intersections are expected to operate at acceptable levels. During 
the PM peak period, all modeled intersections except one (US 40/100 West) are 
expected to fail by 2035. The intersection of US 40 and 100 West is expected to 
operate at an acceptable LOS C during the PM peak period in 2035. Detailed 
information about level of service and projected delay in 2035 is included in 
Appendix C, Projected Intersection Volumes and Level of Service. 

Table 3.7-2. Level of Service at Intersections on US 40 
in Vernal in 2007 and 2035 during the AM Peak 
Period 

 Level of Service 

Intersection 2007 2035 

100 South C F 
500 West A B 
100 West A A 
Vernal Avenue/US 191 B B 
500 East A B 
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Table 3.7-3. Level of Service at Intersections on US 40 
in Vernal in 2007 and 2035 during the PM Peak 
Period 

 Level of Service 

Intersection 2007 2035 

100 South D F 
500 West C F 
100 West A C 
Vernal Avenue/US 191 E F 
500 East B F 

Peak-period intersection volumes in Vernal are expected to increase by about 
1.39% per year. Projected future intersection volumes are detailed in 
Appendix C, Projected Intersection Volumes and Level of Service. 
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3.8 Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples (MP 149) to Project 
End (MP 157) 

 
Looking westbound on US 40 between Naples and 
Jensen at about 6800 East 

3.8.1 Existing Environmental Conditions along Segment 8 

The 8-mile-long Segment 8, which is the easternmost segment along the study 
corridor, transitions from the more urbanized areas of Vernal and Naples to a 

landscape more typical of the Uintah Basin. The 
area supports some agricultural production, 
especially around the eastern terminus of the 
project near Naples and the Green River. Hydric 
soils and soils that would be considered prime 
farmland if irrigated are common along this 
segment. 

The vegetation and wildlife along Segment 8 are 
typical of the Uintah Basin, though there is more 
agricultural land along this segment than along 
any other. Agriculture is made possible by water 
available from the Green River and from Ashley 
Creek, which US 40 crosses at about MP 154. In 
addition to crossing Ashley Creek (a perennial 

stream), Segment 8 crosses six intermittent streams and three canals or ditches. 
The Green River is just east of the project terminus. 

Ashley Creek and some of its tributaries are listed as impaired under Section 
303(d) of the Clean Water Act, and a TMDL is pending. FEMA has mapped 
floodplains for Ashley Creek and its tributaries at about MP 149, MP 151, and 
MP 154. 

Special-status species that could occur in the area include bonytail, Colorado 
pikeminnow, razorback sucker, clay reed-mustard, shrubby reed-mustard, Ute 
ladies’-tresses, and Uinta Basin hookless cactus. Records show a moderate 
occurrence of wildlife strikes between about MP 150 and MP 155. 

The cultural resources records search did not show any previously recorded 
NRHP-eligible resources, and there are no parks that would be subject to the 
provisions of Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) in this segment. 

There are two closed LUST sites near the intersection of US 40 and SR 149, 
which is the project terminus. 
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3.8.2 Roadway Conditions along Segment 8 

3.8.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The terrain of Segment 8 is rolling. Passing is allowed in 90% of the segment, 
though there are no formal passing lanes. The average right-of-way width is 
108 feet, and the pavement condition is good. Recent surface treatments include 
structural overlay in 2005 between MP 145.9 (in Segment 7) and MP 156.6 and 
surface seal in 2005 between MP 156.6 and MP 158.6. 

UDOT has applied a sufficiency rating to one structure in this segment, the 
Ashley Creek Bridge at MP 153.7. The bridge is in very good condition. 

Segment 8 contains only highway segments. The current level of service for this 
segment is LOS D during both the AM and PM peak periods (see Table 3.1-2, 
Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 2035 during the AM Peak 
Period, and Table 3.1-3, Level of Service on Segments of US 40 in 2007 and 
2035 during the PM Peak Period, above). The current AADT of Segment 8 is 
4,530 vehicles. 

Table 3.8-1 summarizes the accident history for Segment 8. 

Table 3.8-1. Accidents in Segment 8, 2002–2005 

Number of Reported Accidents 

Year 

Property 
Damage 

Only 

Possible or 
Minor 
Injuries 

Serious 
Injuries Fatalities 

Total Per 
Milea 

Total 
Serious or 
Fatal per 

Mile 

2002 10 5 0 0 1.77 0.00 
2003 15 2 3 0 2.36 0.35 
2004 24 4 3 0 3.66 0.35 
2005 20 4 0 0 2.84 0.00 

Source: UDOT 2007 
a The exact length of Segment 8 is 8.46 miles. 

3.8.2.2 Future Conditions 

As shown in Table 3.1-2 above, this segment is projected to operate at an 
acceptable LOS C during the AM peak period in 2035. During the PM peak 
period, the projected 2035 level of service falls to an unacceptable level of 
LOS D (see Table 3.1-3 above). 

As shown above in Table 3.1-4, Annual Average Daily Traffic Projections for the 
US 40 Study Corridor, the AADT is projected in increase by 72% between now 
and 2035. 
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Figure 3-1. Existing and Future PM Peak Level of Service 
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Chapter 4:  Public Involvement 

4.1 Introduction 

US 40 is a public highway that is intended, designed, and operated to meet the 
needs of the traveling public for personal and commercial use. In recent years, 
traffic associated with the development and operation of the region’s oil and gas 
industry has increased dramatically, and this change has greatly affected the 
function of the highway. Residential growth has contributed to the increased 
traffic as well, mostly through new housing developments on the edges of 
existing communities. 

People who use the highway every day are a valuable source of information on 
existing operational deficiencies and safety issues, and collecting information 
from them through a public involvement process was a primary focus of the 
corridor study. Providing meaningful opportunities for public participation 
ensures that the final planning accurately reflects the needs and concerns of 
corridor users. 

This chapter summarizes the US 40 Corridor Study public involvement process 
and the results of interaction with stakeholders, residents, tribal representatives, 
and agency representatives. Detailed information about public involvement 
activities, meeting attendees and results, and media materials is contained in the 
Public Involvement Summary Report, which is included as Appendix D. 

4.2 General Public Involvement Strategy and Elements 

The strategy for involving the public in the corridor study included a variety of 
activities that were integrated into and applied through a public involvement plan 
(PIP). The US 40 Corridor Study PIP was designed to meet the needs of corridor 
users and area residents while supporting the overall planning process. The 
public involvement activities described in the PIP were designed to (1) ensure 
that the process identified the most important issues, and (2) facilitate the 
involvement of the public and key stakeholders. Public involvement was a key 
element in determining the most appropriate and realistic highway improvement 
recommendations, with a goal of identifying solutions to meet the needs that the 
general public and stakeholders identified as important to their everyday use of 
the highway. 
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In general, public involvement activities included: 

• Interviews with key stakeholders, UDOT staff, local government 
representatives, tribal representatives, and state and federal agency 
representatives 

• Workshops and open houses with the general public, local government 
representatives, stakeholders, and state and federal agency 
representatives 

• Correspondence via the corridor study Web site and electronic mail 

UDOT sponsored stakeholder and public workshops and open houses in Vernal, 
Roosevelt, and Heber City to provide corridor-wide access for residents. The 
interviews, workshops, and correspondence were augmented by a variety of 
public involvement support tools, which included corridor-wide mailings, a study 
brochure, a newsletter, and a series of media releases (press releases and display 
advertisements) to inform and invite participation in the study. The PIP was 
developed in partnership with UDOT and allowed activities to be adjusted as 
needed to meet the needs of the study and its participants. 

Table 4.2-1 shows the public involvement elements and schedule, and Table 
4.2-2 below lists the public involvement support tools.  

Table 4.2-1. US 40 Public Involvement Elements and 
Schedule 

Element Schedule 

Stakeholder interviews February and March 2007 

Public workshops – round 1  Late April 2007 
Stakeholder workshops – round 1 Late April 2007 
Agency meeting  Mid-August 2007 
Stakeholder workshops – round 2  Mid-August 2007 
Public workshops – round 2  September 2007 
Community presentations  August–September 2007; 

also scheduled as needed 
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Table 4.2-2. Public Involvement Support Tools  

Tool Timing 

Media coverage (newspaper and radio) As needed to support PIP 
Comment forms Coordinated with public events and project needs 
Introductory study brochure and newsletters At introduction and before each public workshop 
Bulk mailing / e-mail list Corridor-wide project kickoff with ongoing use, 

especially for upcoming events 
Study Web site (as part of the UDOT Web site)  Ongoing to provide information and gather input 
Community presentations  Timing to be determined; to present study 

information and gather input 
Contact list of study team For miscellaneous stakeholder and public contacts 

4.2.1 Public Involvement Goals and Objectives 

The PIP includes a series of goals and objectives that the study team used to 
guide public involvement activities. These goals and objectives are listed below. 

Goals 

The goals of the PIP are: 

• To create a high degree of public awareness about the study’s purpose, 
process, and opportunities for public involvement 

• To develop public trust in the process, consultant team, and UDOT 

• To meet area residents’ unique needs and expectations for participation 

• To provide timely opportunities for participation at project kickoff and at 
key decision points during the process 

• To identify and address the most important public and user concerns 

• To foster understanding of and support for the final study recommenda-
tions among residents, local governments, state and federal government 
agencies, and key stakeholders 

• To effectively involve agencies in planning for US 40 corridor 
improvements 
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Objectives 

The objectives of the PIP are: 

• To produce and distribute clear study information that meets public 
needs 

• To keep the study Web site information current 

• To update the study mailing list as needed 

• To clearly communicate study information through the UDOT Public 
Involvement Coordinator to the local media 

• To keep UDOT informed regarding public input and perspectives 

• To inform UDOT of any outstanding public issues that could require 
changes in the PIP 

4.3 Stakeholder Interaction 

A stakeholder is defined as a person or entity that is directly affected by changes 
to the corridor or that can influence the decisions made about the corridor. The 
project stakeholder list was developed with this definition in mind and consists of 
community and county government representatives, elected officials, tribal 
representatives, representatives of interested organizations, oil and gas industry 
representatives, trucking industry representatives, planning administrators, school 
district representatives, special transportation district representatives, federal 
agency representatives (BLM and USFS), Utah Highway Patrol representatives, 
and UDOT maintenance staff. 

Interaction with corridor stakeholders occurred in two ways: (1) during initial 
interviews to introduce the study and identify key issues, and (2) during two 
rounds of stakeholder workshops to refine and prioritize issues and review the 
preliminary project list and study recommendations. In a project of this type, 
stakeholder interviews are typically conducted on an individual (one-on-one) 
basis. However, because of the corridor’s length and the amount of interest from 
community stakeholders, UDOT sponsored focused group meetings in addition 
to interviews. This ensured that all stakeholders would have the opportunity to 
participate and have their comments and concerns heard. 

4-4 | Chapter 4: Public Involvement  December 2007 



 

4.3.1 Stakeholder Interviews 

Interviews were conducted in person or over the phone at the beginning of the 
process with individuals and small groups of about 50 stakeholders across the 
corridor. The interviews were conducted during February and March 2007. 

4.3.1.1 Summary of Stakeholder Interviews 

Initial stakeholder interviews identified the following major concerns regarding 
the corridor, its operation, and future needs. A complete list of the comments 
received during stakeholder interviews is included in Appendix D, Public 
Involvement Summary Report. 

• Increased congestion in the east end of the corridor between Roosevelt, 
Vernal, and Naples 

• Lack of capacity to meet traffic volume needs, especially in the east end 
of the corridor between Duchesne and Vernal 

• Increased truck traffic and resulting conflicts between passenger vehicles 
and trucks along the corridor, especially at major intersections and 
through communities 

• Excessive speeds throughout the corridor 

• Increased travel delays, especially in the east end of the corridor between 
Duchesne and Naples 

• Intersection conflicts in communities 

• Lack of left-turn and right-turn lanes at major intersections such as 
SR 88, Twelvemile Road, Pleasant Valley Road, Bridgeland Road, 
SR 87, SR 191, Bonanza Road, Vernal Avenue, and other intersections 
near and in Roosevelt, Vernal, Duchesne, and Naples 

• Intersection geometrics that do not accommodate large trucks 

• Passing conflicts; lack of sufficient number and length of passing lanes 

• Insufficient shoulder width throughout the corridor 

• Insufficient space to pull off the road for emergencies, traffic stops, and 
so on 

• High number of wildlife strikes 

• Lack of school bus pullouts 

• Lack of stormwater control, primarily through communities 
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• Transportation of hazardous materials through the corridor and 
hazardous materials leaking from trucks 

• Overuse of USFS restrooms by corridor travelers 

• Difficult and unsafe access to USFS Whiskey Springs day-use facility in 
Daniels Canyon 

• Cattle on roadway in Daniels Canyon 

• Community transportation issues as identified during previous UDOT 
and community planning efforts; should be considered for inclusion in 
the US 40 Corridor Study, as appropriate 

4.3.2 Stakeholder Workshops 

Two rounds of stakeholder workshops were held at key decision points in the 
process. Stakeholder Workshop #1 was conducted early in the process to refine 
issues identified during interviews and to determine priority areas of concern. 
Stakeholder Workshop #2 was held near the end of the process to present and 
gather input regarding the draft project lists and planning recommendations 
before presenting the lists to the public. The complete description of stakeholder 
workshops, attendees, and results is included in Appendix D, Public Involvement 
Summary Report. 

4.3.2.1 Stakeholder Workshop #1 

The first round of stakeholder workshops was held in Vernal, Roosevelt, and 
Heber City in late April and early May 2007. Workshop participants included 
representatives from local city and county governments, local school districts, 
local sheriff’s departments, the Uintah Basin Transportation Special Services 
District, Utah Highway Patrol, BLM, USFS, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In 
addition to refining issues identified through the stakeholder interviews, 
workshop participants identified priority areas of concern as a preliminary step 
toward identifying corridor goals. The following priority areas of concern were 
identified: 

• General roadway safety 
• Congestion 
• Roadway design and operation 
• Intersection safety 
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4.3.2.2 Stakeholder Workshop #2 

The second round of stakeholder workshops was held in Vernal, Roosevelt, and 
Heber City in August 2007. Participants included representatives of local city and 
county governments, school districts, local sheriff’s departments, USFS, and 
BLM as well as other interested corridor users. The workshops focused on 
presenting the proposed project and plan lists and provided an opportunity for 
participants to comment on and add to the lists. Workshop participants showed 
strong overall support for the list of proposed improvement projects and noted 
that the order of priority seemed appropriate. Participants suggested additional 
projects for the project and plan lists, including the following: 

• Add additional passing lanes corridor-wide, but especially in Daniels 
Canyon. 

• Make additional intersection improvements in Roosevelt, Duchesne, 
Vernal, and Naples. 

• Consider intersection projects identified during previous UDOT and 
community planning efforts. 

4.4 General Public Outreach 

UDOT sponsored two rounds of public open-house events to provide 
opportunities for the general public to participate in the corridor study process. 
UDOT informed the public about the meetings via an initial bulk mailing, media 
releases before the events, and a bulk mailing to everyone on the project mailing 
list. Events were held in Heber City, Roosevelt, and Vernal. The public was also 
invited to participate in the process via the study’s Web site where they could 
read current study information, learn of upcoming events, and provide comments. 
A complete record of public open-house events, attendees, and comments 
received is included in Appendix D, Public Involvement Summary Report. 
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4.4.1 Public Open House #1 

Public Open House #1 was held in Heber City, Roosevelt, and Vernal in late 
April and early May 2007. The purposes of this open house were to introduce the 
study and to gather comments regarding outstanding corridor issues and 
concerns. The following issues were identified at Open House #1: 

• Congestion problem, especially in the east end of the corridor between 
Duchesne and Naples 

• Lack of sufficient number and length of passing lanes 

• Narrow shoulders 

• Heavy truck traffic, which causes conflicts at major intersections with 
state highways, at truck access points, and through communities 

• Unsafe access and egress at major intersections 

• Wildlife strikes 

• Unsafe pedestrian crossings on US 40 in communities 

• Lack of roadway capacity to minimize delays; also affects safety 

• Roadway design issues: some intersections do not accommodate large 
trucks, and some bridges are too narrow or slope the wrong way for 
motorists to maintain their current speed 

4.4.2 Public Open House #2 

Public Open House #2 was held in Roosevelt and Vernal in September 2007. A 
second public open house was not held in Heber City due to the low turnout at 
the first open house at that location. The purposes of the second open house were 
to present and gather comments on the project and plan lists. Like the 
stakeholders, the public showed strong overall support for the project list. The 
following additional comments were provided at Open House #2: 

• Consider adding westbound passing lanes in Daniels Canyon. 

• Provide protected left-turn lanes on US 40 between Naples and Jensen. 

• Consider providing additional passing lanes between Ballard and the 
“Twists.” 

• Raise the priority of Projects Q1 and R1 (passing lanes between MP 122 
and MP 134 in each direction). 
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• Widen Antelope Creek Bridge (MP 97). 

• Add a center lane and/or turn lanes at intersections between Naples and 
Jensen. 

• Add lanes to bridges over the Uinta River at MP 102. 

• Re-evaluate the narrow intersection at MP 101 and US 40. 

4.5 Ute Tribe Outreach 

The Ute Tribe, which controls much of the land along the US 40 study 
corridor, was specifically engaged twice during the planning process. The 
first meeting with tribal representatives occurred at the issues identification 
stage, while the second meeting focused on discussion of the proposed 
project and plan lists. 

4.5.1 Tribal Meeting #1 

The first meeting with tribal representatives included a presentation that 
described the study process and discussion with the Tribal Business Council. 
The following comments and concerns were discussed at Tribal Meeting #1: 

• Corridor traffic has increased dramatically. As a result, there is road 
damage and the road is dangerous. A four-lane road throughout the 
corridor would be helpful. 

• The tribe is concerned about funding to implement the study 
recommendations. 

• The “Twists” (near Vernal) is particularly dangerous. 

• Big game and other wildlife and big trucks along the highway cause 
conflicts with passenger vehicles. 

• It is important to remember that this is a scenic drive, so funding should 
be used to maintain aesthetics and scenic quality. 

• Property along the corridor, including the city of Duchesne, is tribal 
property. Because the road is on tribal land, the tribe must approve 
improvements and should be dealt with as a government agency. 

• The tribe has concerns about highway right-of-way. The fees collected 
from oil and gas and utility development along the corridor should be 
used to improve and maintain the US 40 right-of-way on tribal lands. A 
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tribal representative stated that right-of-way is important, but that overall 
safety along the corridor should be the focus. 

• A traffic light is needed at the exit/entrance of the Ute reservation 
(intersection of US 40 and 7500 East in Fort Duchesne). Traffic is 
especially problematic between 3:30 PM and 7:00 PM. Also, highway 
construction should be planned so that it does not disturb travel. 

• The dugway1 at the school entrance is dangerous. A number of tribal 
members have been hit by cars while crossing the street at the top of the 
hill. 

• Road markings (striping) need maintenance because the salt used during 
the winter erodes the reflective paint. 

• If environmental mitigation is involved as part of project implementa-
tion, the tribe wants to mitigate, and would like the credits and funding to 
do so if impacts occur on tribal lands. 

4.5.2 Tribal Meeting #2 

A second meeting with tribal representatives focused on the proposed project 
and plan lists. This meeting involved only the tribal administrator because 
the Tribal Business Council was unavailable. The following comments and 
concerns were discussed during Tribal Meeting #2: 

• The tribe would like to know if UDOT will need additional right-of-way 
from tribal land for the improvements. 

• The tribe questions whether additional highway, intersection, and 
interchange improvements are needed along with the new signal location 
at the entrance to the tribal headquarters. The tribe is concerned that the 
planned new signal could cause rear-end accidents at the light. 

• UDOT should consider additional improvements at the hilltop east of 
Ballard; the sight distance for cars accessing US 40 is inadequate. 

• UDOT should evaluate any additional improvements that might be 
needed to make the geometrics of the L&L corner in Roosevelt work 
better for trucks. 

                                                      
1 A dugway is a road constructed in an area that has been “dug out” of a hill or that has been excavated below the ground 

surface. 
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4.6 Agency Outreach 

Agencies with regulatory authority over resources along US 40 or that are 
interested in the operation of the corridor were invited to participate in the 
corridor study process in three ways: in stakeholder interviews, at stakeholder 
workshops and public events, and at a special agency workshop. Comments and 
input from agencies received as part of the initial interviews and stakeholder 
workshops are included in the highlights listed in Section 4.3, Stakeholder 
Interaction. 

4.6.1 Special Agency Workshop 

UDOT sponsored a special workshop to present information to and gather 
comments from agency representatives. Agency representatives provided 
comments on the draft project and plan lists, helped identify any “fatal flaws,” 
and commented on projects that need modification or that UDOT should consider 
removing from the lists. Highlights of the input received during the agency 
workshop are listed below. A complete list of comments and attendees is 
included in Appendix D, Public Involvement Summary Report. 

• The USFWS representative stated that surveys for Ute ladies’-tresses 
will need to be conducted before construction and should be mentioned 
in the corridor study. The USFWS representative noted that this plant, 
which is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act, could 
occur along most of the corridor east of Strawberry Reservoir. 

• The USFWS representative noted that there is a bald eagle nest east of 
Duchesne, and winter roosting occurs along the river. 

• USFS would like advance notice of project construction so it can plan 
pullouts to accommodate USFS facilities along the highway. 

• The USFS representative noted that pulling into and out off the USFS 
Whiskey Springs day-use area in Daniels Canyon is very dangerous, and 
access to this site from US 40 should be addressed in the project list. 
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4.7 Summary of Comments and Observations 

The public involvement activities for the US 40 Corridor Study accomplished 
UDOT’s goals and objectives for including the public in the study process. One-
on-one stakeholder interviews, which provided valuable information that helped 
the team identify a very detailed list of issues, problem areas, and concerns for all 
facets of corridor operation and needs, were very successful. The stakeholder 
workshops provided opportunities for collaborative discussion, which helped the 
team understand the priority concerns along the highway. The results of the 
stakeholder interviews and workshops supported the subsequent development of 
corridor goals. The collaborative nature of the discussions also resulted in very 
positive responses regarding the proposed project and plan lists. 

Tribal input was especially helpful at the initial stage of project planning and 
informed the team about specific issues that were not identified through 
interactions with other stakeholders and the general public. The initial meeting 
with tribal representatives set the stage for future positive communications with 
the tribe regarding project implementation. Agency comments, although not 
lengthy, provided valuable insight into specific issues and led to refinement of 
the proposed project and plan lists. Finally, participation from the general public, 
although limited, did provide critical input regarding additional projects to 
consider and overall support for the proposed project and plan lists. 

 



 

Chapter 5:  Project and Policy Recommendations 

The US 40 Corridor Study results were used to develop project lists and policy 
recommendations. This chapter focuses on the project development process and 
how the recommended construction project list and plan list were developed and 
prioritized. This chapter also includes policy recommendations, with a special 
focus on access-management agreement types and benefits. 

5.1 Construction Project List and Plans List: Identification 
Methodology 

Projects were identified through a variety of methods. The planning process 
began with interviews of project stakeholders; these interviews helped identify 
projects that would directly address existing and future US 40 corridor issues. 
Chapter 4, Public Involvement, describes the two rounds of stakeholder 
workshops that were held at key decision points. Oil and gas industry 
representatives, who represent a major stakeholder group in the Uintah Basin, 
were given a separate opportunity to participate in the process through a series of 
one-on-one interviews. 

To help define projects that would improve the long-term uses and development 
of the corridor, the team conducted technical analyses of accident data, existing 
and future levels of service, traffic forecasts, and population and employment 
forecasts and a qualitative assessment of the oil and gas industry in the Uintah 
Basin. The team reviewed the physical condition of the corridor by looking at 
information on roadway geometry, pavement condition, average right-of-way 
width, shoulder width, and structures. 

The general public provided input on the draft project lists during public open 
houses (see Chapter 4 for a description of the public open houses). Although the 
stakeholders often focused on regional issues, the public provided valuable 
information about specific issues at local intersections or pointed out local 
roadway geometry issues that needed to be addressed in the planning process. 

The Ute Tribe was engaged at two tribal meetings during the planning process, as 
described in Chapter 4. UDOT also sponsored a special agency workshop to 
present information to and gather comments from agency representatives. 
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5.2 Project List 

Information gained through stakeholder involvement and public input and the 
results of technical analyses were used to create an initial list of projects. This list 
was then filtered by the project team to ensure that the recommendations were 
consistent with UDOT’s vision, goals, and objectives for the corridor as listed in 
Chapter 1, Introduction. As the list evolved, some separately identified projects 
were combined where it made sense to do so (for example, projects that involved 
the same stretch of highway). 

Once the large “master list” was complete, it was then split into two lists by type 
of project: construction projects and management plans (see Section 5.2.1, 
Project Prioritization). The management plans list was developed because UDOT 
realized that future overall management of the corridor would require partnering 
and planning that is not appropriate for more traditional construction projects, 
and some projects cannot be fully developed without additional study and 
planning. 

Table 5.2-1 below lists the construction projects, the overall ranking of each 
project, the segment where the project occurs, the recommended timeframe for 
project construction, and some of the findings that support each project’s 
inclusion in the list. Table 5.2-2 on page 5-15 outlines the plans that will support 
future management of the corridor. Appendix E, Recommended Projects by 
Segment, includes a reference list of the projects by segment and a map showing 
segments, mileposts, and major intersections.



 

Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

A1 Add eastbound and westbound passing lanes 
from the “Twists” to Vernal (MP 134 to 
MP 141.2) to create a four-lane section along 
entire segment.  

6 1 ST The area around the “Twists” was identified as one of the main areas of 
concern during public outreach because of unsafe passing and 
congestion. Numerous accidents along this stretch of road. Topography 
(grade) contributes to problems in this area, as does heavy congestion 
from Ballard to Vernal. 
Public comments noted that the passing lane should be extended from 
MP 139 to MP 141 (the road narrows at MP 140). 
2005 AM level of service (LOS) C, PM LOS D. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS D. 
UDOT completed some work (roadway reconstruction with widening) from 
the “Twists” (~MP 134) to MP 136 in 2007. 
FEMA-designated floodplain on Twelvemile Wash between MP 134–
MP 138. Another stream crossing at about MP 139.3. 
Natural resource consideration: potential eagle habitat at about MP 137. 

B1 At intersection of SR 88 and US 40 
(~MP 130.5), add acceleration/deceleration 
lanes and westbound hill-climbing lane. Also, 
lengthen turn lanes and make intersection 
concrete.  

6 2 ST Intersection has heavy truck traffic from SR 88 entering US 40. Trucks pull 
out in front of traffic heading westbound up a steep grade, which slows the 
mainline traffic. Numerous accidents west of the intersection. Road 
damage from heavy trucks. 
Improvements to this intersection are included in the State’s special 
highway needs fund list that was released in June 2007. 
FEMA-designated floodplain on Sand Wash and Halfway Hollow Creek at 
about MP 130–MP 131. 
Natural resource consideration: prairie dog towns to the east of 
intersection. 

C1 Construct full-service interchange at 
intersection of SR 88 and US 40 
(~MP 130.5). 

6 3 MT Safety is driving the need for this improvement. This is a very busy 
intersection with traffic of varying speeds accessing it regularly throughout 
the day. The volumes that are expected at this intersection as traffic related 
to the oil and gas industry increases will require this improvement. 
FEMA-designated floodplain on Sand Wash and Halfway Hollow Creek at 
about MP 130–MP 131. 
Natural resource consideration: prairie dog towns to the east of 
intersection. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

D1 Widen highway to four lanes along entire 
segment between Vernal and Roosevelt. 

6 4 ST Safety improvement. The presence of heavy truck traffic related to the oil 
and gas industry creates unsafe variations in speed. Allowing passing 
along the entire stretch will improve safety. 
Heavy congestion from Ballard to Vernal. 

E1 Improve/relocate intersection of SR 87 and 
US 40 in Duchesne (MP 86.5); make 
intersection concrete. 

3 5 ST Problems with intersection geometrics. Turn too tight for large trucks (trucks 
cannot stay in appropriate lane). Road damage from heavy trucks. 

F1 Improve/relocate intersection of US 40 and 
US 191 in Vernal (~MP 144.35). 

7 6 ST Problems with intersection geometrics. Turn too tight for large trucks (trucks 
cannot stay in appropriate lane). 
2005 and 2035 LOS F during PM peak in northbound direction. 

G1 Construct three-lane section with center turn 
lane east of Ballard at MP 115.2 to 
MP 116.62. 

5 7 ST The 2005 level of service in this area is LOS E due to heavy left-turning 
volumes, which results in congestion through the industrial area. 
Establishing a center turn lane will improve this deficiency. 
UDOT completed a project that added a center turn lane between about 
MP 115.4 and MP 116.4 in 2007. 

H1 Add 1 mile or more of new eastbound 
passing lane between MP 116.62 and 
~MP 118.79. 

5 8 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. Noted by UDOT maintenance 
personnel. 
2005 MP 117–MP 118.79 AM and PM LOS C. 
2035 MP 117–MP 118.79 AM and PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for widening to three lanes. 
Section 4(f)/6(f) resource at about MP 116; probably avoidable. 
Stream crossings at MP 117.7 and MP 118.8. 
Natural resource considerations: prairie dog towns at about MP 116 and 
MP 119; wooded riparian habitat at Montes Creek (about MP 119). 

I1 Address sight distance problems and 
intersection geometrics at 2500 West on the 
southwest edge of Vernal (~MP 141.2). 

6 9 ST Safety and congestion issues. Chokepoint due to narrowing of lanes and 
intersection geometrics. Recent/ongoing development is bringing more 
traffic to this area. This area has a severe sight distance problem when 
traffic turns eastbound onto US 40. A hill crest limits sight distance for 
traffic traveling at 55 mph. Intersection could be moved southeast. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

J1 Widen highway from 500 East to L&L corner 
at intersection with SR 121 to four lanes 
(~MP 114.4 to MP 114.6). Change 
intersection geometrics to improve level of 
service. 

5 10 MT Safety and congestion concerns associated with roadway width (westbound 
lanes narrow from two to one; City of Roosevelt comment). Causes traffic 
to back up at signal. Confusing directional signage (City of Roosevelt 
comment). Turn radius too tight for trucks at corner. UDOT maintenance 
personnel noted that the bridge at MP 114.6 would also need to be 
widened. The 2035 level of service at the intersection is forecasted to be 
LOS F (2005 is LOS C). 

K1 Add turn and acceleration lanes for both 
right- and left-hand turns at Pleasant Valley 
Road intersection (~ MP 103.6); make 
intersection concrete. 

4 11 ST Safety issue; current intersection does not provide acceleration 
opportunities or protection for vehicles turning onto US 40 from Pleasant 
Valley Road. Comments noted that trucks from oil sites entering and exiting 
US 40 cause delay (no acceleration or deceleration lanes). Road damage 
from heavy trucks. 

L1 Convert intersection of US 40 and Pleasant 
Valley Road to an interchange (~MP 103.6). 

4 12 LT This intersection currently serves oil fields to the south, and UDOT expects 
that oil-related traffic will continue to grow. 

M1 Install signal at intersection of SR 45 
(Bonanza Highway) and US 40 in Naples 
(~MP 148.3). 

7 13 ST Design and intersection geometry issues. Identified as a very important 
improvement by Uintah County and the City of Naples. Much congestion 
due to high volumes of truck traffic turning from SR 45 onto US 40. 

N1 Widen highway to four lanes along entire 
segment from Roosevelt to Duchesne. 

4 14 MT Safety improvement. The presence of heavy truck traffic related to the oil 
and gas industry creates an unsafe variation in speed. Allowing passing 
along four lanes will improve safety. 
Congestion from Roosevelt to Duchesne. The level of service in 2035 is 
expected to be LOS D, and the 2005 level of service is expected to be 
mostly LOS C and LOS D.  

O1 Add/extend eastbound passing lane from 
MP 30.44 to MP 31.28 (gap in existing 
climbing lane). 

1 15 MT Provide continuous climbing lane for eastbound traffic; eliminate uphill 
merge. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM LOS D, PM LOS C. 
UDOT personnel and Wasatch County note issues with wildlife strikes in 
this area (which indicates that the canyon might concentrate migration) 
and with livestock in the fall. Might be able to address fencing/wildlife 
crossings as part of widening. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

P1 Convert intersection of US 40 and Bridgeland 
turnoff (Antelope Canyon Road) to an 
interchange (~MP 96.9).  

4 16 LT County road approach is too narrow. Conflicts between high-speed traffic 
on US 40 and vehicles (especially trucks) turning onto or off of US 40. 
Need for acceleration and deceleration lanes. 
Uintah County representatives noted that wetlands between MP 96 and 
MP 105 could be affected by projects along this stretch. 
Some improvements to area completed in 2007. 

Q1 Add 2 miles of new eastbound passing lane 
between MP 122 and MP 134. 

6 17 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. UDOT personnel noted a need for turn 
lanes and wider shoulders from MP 122.5 to MP 124.44. Issues with 
merging traffic from Twelvemile Road at about MP 134 (dangerous 
intersection). Road damage at MP 134. Heavy congestion from Ballard to 
Vernal. 
2005 and 2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS D. 
UDOT maintenance personnel noted that there is a need for an 
acceleration/deceleration lane at MP 133.2 (access to disposal plant) and 
a protected left turn onto Twelvemile Road at MP 134. Comments were 
repeated by Uintah County representatives. 
FEMA-designated floodplain on Uinta River at about MP 122. Other 
stream crossings at multiple points along this stretch (eight others total). 
Natural resource considerations: several prairie dog towns along this 
stretch; potential eagle habitat at about MP 129. 

R1 Add 2 miles of new westbound passing lane 
between MP 134 and MP 122. 

6 18 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. Issues with merging traffic from 
Twelvemile Road at about MP 134 (dangerous intersection). Heavy 
congestion from Ballard to Vernal. 
2005 and 2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS D. 
FEMA-designated floodplain on Uinta River at about MP 122. Other 
stream crossings at multiple points along this stretch (eight others total). 
Natural resource considerations: several prairie dog towns along this 
stretch; potential eagle habitat at about MP 129. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

S1 Extend existing eastbound passing lane that 
ends at MP 49.2 to next passing lane that 
begins at MP 50.6. 

2 19 MT Combine existing passing lanes to improve safety and prevent congestion. 
2005 AM LOS A, PM LOS B. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS B. 
Proposed development at MP 50.7 will affect traffic patterns; issues with 
acceleration and deceleration. 
FEMA-designated floodplain at Soldier Creek near MP 50.3 (stream 
crossing at same point). 
Natural resource consideration: potential eagle feeding/roosting between 
about MP 40 and MP 50. 

T1 Connect existing westbound passing lanes 
from MP 61.4 to MP 59.7. 

2 20 MT UDOT maintenance personnel noted unsafe turning movements and 
merging conflicts at MP 61, especially in summer; project might be 
designed to address this issue. UDOT also noted insufficient passing lanes 
that add to delay, congestion, and unsafe passing. According to UDOT 
maintenance personnel, the existing turnout at MP 59 needs renovation/
repair; this could also be addressed as part of passing lane project. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM and PM LOS C. 
Stream crossing at MP 60. 

U1 Add 2 miles of new eastbound passing lane 
between MP 88 and MP 93. 

4 21 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 and 2035 AM and PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Stream crossings at MP 89, MP 91.5, and MP 92.1. 
Major deer/elk crossing area between MP 88 and MP 93 (more activity in 
winter); might be able to work in crossing as part of widening. 

V1 Add 2 miles of new eastbound passing lane 
between MP 93 and MP 103. 

4 21 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 and 2035 AM and PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Multiple potential stream crossings along this stretch (11 total). 
Uintah County noted that wetlands between MP 96 and MP 105 could be 
affected by projects along this stretch. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

W1 Add 1 mile of new westbound passing lane 
between MP 93 and MP 87.  

4 21 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 and 2035 AM and PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Stream crossings at MP 87.3, MP 89, MP 91.5, and MP 92.1. 

X1 Add 1 mile of new westbound passing lane 
between MP 98 and MP 93. 

4 21 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 and 2035 AM and PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Stream crossings at multiple points along this segment (seven total). 
Uintah County noted that wetlands between MP 96 and MP 105 could be 
affected by projects along this stretch. 

Y1 Add 1 mile of new westbound passing lane 
between MP 104 and MP 98. 

4 21 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 and 2035 AM and PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Stream crossings at MP 98.4, MP 98.9, MP 99.2, and MP 100.3. 
Uintah County noted that wetlands between MP 96 and MP 105 could be 
affected by projects along this stretch. 

Z1 Extend existing westbound passing lane that 
ends at MP 108.8 west to MP 107.6. 

4 21 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 AM LOS B, PM LOS C. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS D. 
STIP includes funding for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Planned commercial and industrial development at about MP 108. 
Stream crossing at MP 108.3. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

A2 Convert intersection of US 40 and SR 87 
(Ioka Junction, north of Myton) to an 
interchange (~MP 109.6) and add a center 
two-way left-turn lane to the east between 
Basib Builders and Stanko Insulation. 

4 22 LT This location has numerous accidents and heavy truck traffic. 
UDOT made improvements to Ioka Junction intersection in the summer of 
2007. 
Truck noise levels at intersection with SR 87 affect residents. 

B2 Extend existing westbound passing lane from 
MP 119.4 to ~MP 118 (Ballard city limit). 

6 23 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. Heavy congestion from Ballard to 
Vernal. 
2005 AM and PM LOS C. 
2035 AM and PM LOS D. 
FEMA-designated floodplain on Montes Creek at about MP 119. 
Natural resource considerations: prairie dog town at about MP 118; 
wooded riparian habitat on Montes Creek at MP 119. 

C2 Add 1 mile of new eastbound passing lane 
between MP 150 and MP 157. 

8 24 MT Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. Identified as a problem area by Uintah 
County. The City of Vernal would like to see turn lanes constructed 
between Vernal/Naples and Jensen. UDOT maintenance personnel noted 
narrow shoulders. 
2005 AM and PM LOS D. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS D. 
FEMA-designated floodplains on tributaries to Ashley Creek at about 
MP 151 and MP 154 and on Ashley Creek itself at MP 154. Another 
stream crossing at about MP 155.1. 

D2 Identify specific locations for and construct 
westbound passing lanes in Daniels Canyon 
between about MP 23–MP 21, MP 28–
MP 26, and MP 32.6–MP 31. 

1 25 MT Additional downhill passing opportunities needed in the canyon to allow 
passenger vehicles to pass vehicles moving more slowly down steep grades 
(Duchesne County officials, Heber City stakeholder meeting). 
Issue with distance between creek and road at MP 27. UDOT personnel 
noted safety and capacity issues between MP 30.4 and MP 31.28; 
comment echoed by Wasatch County officials. Roadway resurfacing 
completed between MP 27 and MP 33 in 2007. 
FEMA-designated floodplain for Daniels Creek between/along portions at 
MP 21–MP 26. Stream crossings at MP 22, MP 27.5, MP 28, and 
MP 31.6; 4(f) resource at about MP 27.5. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

E2 Add 1 mile of new westbound passing lane 
between MP 157 and MP 150. 

8 26 MT Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. Identified as a problem area by Uintah 
County. The City of Vernal would like to see turn lanes constructed 
between Vernal/Naples and Jensen. 
2005 AM and PM LOS D. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS D. 
FEMA-designated floodplains on tributaries to Ashley Creek at about 
MP 151 and MP 154 and on Ashley Creek itself at MP 154. Another 
stream crossing at about MP 155.1. 

F2 Extend existing eastbound passing lane from 
MP 59.4 to MP 61. 

2 27 MT According to UDOT maintenance personnel, there is unsafe passing as a 
result of insufficient passing lanes. Short lanes also cause delays and 
congestion. Intersection conflicts at MP 59.7, MP 60.8, and MP 61. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM and PM LOS C. 
Stream crossing at MP 60. 
New residential development planned at about MP 61 (near Fruitland) will 
generate need for acceleration/deceleration lanes and turn lanes. 

G2 Improve intersection of US 40 and Red Creek 
Road (near MP 65.4; improve sight distance; 
add acceleration and deceleration lanes; add 
left-turn lanes; add passing lanes over hill 
crests in both directions). 

2 28 MT Merging conflicts; UDOT maintenance personnel noted that the road is 
“narrow and curving” and needs realignment. Duchesne County officials 
also noted that the Red Creek intersection is in need of improvement(s). 
Sight distance issues. Intersection is at a low point; US 40 travels uphill in 
both directions from the intersection. 

H2 Replace/repair Red Creek Bridge (bridge 
D-595) at MP 65.4. 

2 29 ST Bridge sufficiency is rated at 43.3, which places it in the “poor” category. 
Safety issue. UDOT maintenance personnel also identified this bridge as 
one that needs assessment. 

I2 Add 2 miles of new westbound passing lane 
between MP 46 and MP 35. 

2 30 MT Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 AM LOS C; MP 46–43 PM LOS A, MP 43–35.6 PM LOS C. 
2035 AM LOS C; MP 46–43 PM LOS B, MP 43–35.6 PM LOS C. 
Multiple potential stream crossings along this stretch (12 streams total). 
Natural resource consideration: potential eagle feeding/roosting between 
about MP 40 and MP 50. 
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ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

J2 Extend existing eastbound passing lane from 
MP 43.3 to MP 44. 

2 31 MT Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS B. 
Stream crossing at MP 43.7. 
Natural resource consideration: potential eagle feeding/roosting between 
about MP 40 and MP 50. 

K2 Extend existing eastbound passing lane from 
MP 68 to MP 69.2. 

2 32 MT According to UDOT maintenance personnel, there is unsafe passing as a 
result of insufficient passing lanes. Short lanes also cause delays and 
congestion. Intersection conflicts at MP 59.7, MP 60.8, and MP 61. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM and PM LOS C. 
Stream crossing at MP 60. 
New residential development planned at about MP 61 (near Fruitland) will 
generate need for acceleration and deceleration lanes and turn lanes. 

L2 Stripe bicycle lanes in established 
communities corridor-wide. 

Multiple 
segments 

33 MT Requested by City of Roosevelt representatives.  

M2 Add left- and right-turn lanes or center turn 
lane at key locations between Naples and the 
eastern project terminus. Suggested locations 
for turn lanes are at 3700 East 4000 South, 
5500 East 5000 South, and 6800 East 6000 
South. Suggested location for center turn lane 
(three lanes total) is from 7750 East 6000 
South to SR 149. 

8 34 ST/MT Safety issue. High left-turning volumes into residential areas, which results 
in congestion and potential safety issues through an area that has high 
travel speeds. Establishing left- and right-turn lanes and a center turn lane 
will improve safety by allowing vehicles to turn into and out of residential 
areas. The area from 7750 East 6000 South to SR 149 has numerous 
individual residential accesses with limited shoulders and no left-turn lanes 
for vehicles to pull out of traffic. 
Natural resource considerations: multiple potential stream crossings. 
Ashley Creek is listed as impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act.  

N2 Extend existing westbound passing lane from 
MP 61.5 to MP 60.5. 

2 35 MT Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM and PM LOS C. 
STIP includes $4.5 million for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Cemetery at about MP 62. 
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ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

O2 Extend existing westbound passing lane from 
MP 70.9 to MP 70.2. 

2 36 MT Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Lane deficiencies 
also cause delays and congestion. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM and PM LOS C. 

P2 Add 1 mile of new eastbound passing lane 
between MP 82 and MP 84. 

2 37 MT 2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS B. 
STIP includes $4.5 million for passing lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt in 
Duchesne County (this segment is in Duchesne County). 
Stream crossings at MP 82, MP 82.7, MP 83.6, and MP 84. 
Planned parallel bicycle/pedestrian path between about MP 81.5 and 
MP 85.86. 

Q2 Extend existing eastbound passing lane from 
MP 51 to MP 51.4. 

2 38 MT Safety improvement. This is an extension of a lane over the crest of a hill. 
2005 AM and PM LOS A. 
2035 AM LOS C, PM LOS B. 

R2 Reconstruct intersections in Vernal and 
Naples to concrete, especially at signalized 
intersections. 

7 39 ST Truck traffic through city affects roadway surface (rutted roads), especially 
at required stops. Concrete intersections more durable, less surface 
maintenance. Noted by UDOT personnel as a problem. 

S2 Construct concrete intersections in Roosevelt 
and Ballard. 

5 40 MT Truck traffic through city affects roadway surface, especially at required 
stops. Concrete intersections more durable, less surface maintenance. 
UDOT maintenance personnel noted that the entire road surface needs to 
be rotomilled and repaved due to truck damage. 

T2 Construct stamped concrete crossing of 
Roosevelt bicycle path at US 40 and Lagoon 
Street (~MP 114.4). 

5 41 ST Bicycle/pedestrian route through town and off of US 40 is in the planning 
stages. This crossing would accommodate that route; requested by City. 

U2 Add eastbound right-/left-turn lane at Currant 
Creek Road (MP 58.2). 

2 42 MT Safety issue; current intersection does not provide for left- and right-turn 
lanes from US 40 to Currant Creek Road. Vehicles must slow in the travel 
lanes to access Currant Creek Road.  

V2 Construct necessary drainage improvements 
based on drainage plan developed with 
Uintah County government, governments of 
cities in Uintah County, and the Cities of 
Duchesne and Roosevelt. 

Multiple 
segments 

43 MT Drainage in developed (more urban) areas often fails because the 
roadway is higher than the curb or because of modifications that have 
occurred over time (in Vernal/Naples, due to the loss/conversion of 
roadside ditches). No runoff control, which creates environmental 
concerns. Requested by Cities of Roosevelt and Duchesne. 
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ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

W2 Upgrade intersection of 7500 West and 
US 40 in Fort Duchesne to an interchange 
(~MP 121.4). 

6 44  Requested by tribal representatives. Tribal representatives note that there 
will be an increase in accidents once the signal is installed at this 
intersection. 
UDOT has noted that an uphill climbing lane will be needed after the 
signal is installed to accommodate trucks that must stop at the signal (this 
intersection serves oil fields to the south). 
Potential conflicts with existing convenience store. 
Natural resource considerations: Uinta River crossing at MP 121.7 
(impaired water body). Intermittent streams at MP 121.1. Cemetery just 
south of US 40 about 0.5 mile west of the intersection.  

X2 Install variable-message signs at entry to 
Daniels Canyon (~MP 23.3 to MP 35) to 
inform travelers of roadway conditions. 

1 45 MT Snow and ice on the road in the canyon can be a problem during winter. 
Installing variable-message signs will give drivers information on road 
conditions through the canyon and beyond.  

Y2 Install cameras to allow Internet review of 
roadway conditions. 

Multiple 
segments 

46 MT Cameras that provide regular updates on the UDOT Web site can provide 
information for travelers about road conditions, which can affect their 
decisions about routes to take, as well as whether to postpone a trip. This 
can improve safety. 

Z2 Install signs corridor-wide indicating passing 
lanes, wildlife crossing areas, and 
snowmobile and all-terrain-vehicle crossings. 

Multiple 
segments 

47 ST Unsafe passing as a result of insufficient passing lanes. Providing signs for 
the next passing lane could reduce unsafe passing.  

A3 Install cameras around rest area (~MP 70) 
and Daniels Lodge (~MP 35). 

1, 2 48 MT Cameras that provide regular updates on the UDOT Web site can provide 
information for travelers about road conditions, which can affect their 
decisions about routes to take, as well as whether to postpone a trip. This 
can improve safety. 
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Table 5.2-1. Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor 

ID Improvement Project Segmenta Rank Timelineb Project Need/Information 

Acronyms and abbreviations used in this table: 

• 4(f): Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, which directs agencies to evaluate any potential effects of federal actions to publicly owned 
parks, recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. 

• 6(f): Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act, which regulates the conversion of property acquired or developed using Land and Water Conservation Act 
grant money. 

• FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency 

• FHWA: Federal Highway Administration 

• LOS: level of service. A qualitative measure that describes the operational conditions of a traffic stream based on measures such as speed and travel time, freedom 
to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and convenience. Level of service is rated from A to F, with LOS A being the best (free-flowing traffic) and LOS F being the 
worst (“gridlock”). 

• MP: milepost 

• SR: state route 

• STIP: State Transportation Improvement Program 

• UDOT: Utah Department of Transportation 
 
a Segments: 

1 = Beginning of project to Daniels Summit (MP 21.4 to MP 34.3) 

2 = Daniels Summit to western limit of Duchesne (MP 34.3 to MP 85.86) 

3 = Duchesne incorporated area (MP 85.86 to MP 87.53) 

4 = Duchesne eastern limit to Roosevelt western limit (MP 87.53 to MP 111.48) 

5 = Roosevelt and Ballard incorporated areas (MP 111.48 to MP 118.5) 

6 = Ballard eastern limit to Vernal western limit (MP 118.5 to MP 141.48) 

7 = Vernal and Naples incorporated areas (MP 141.48 to MP 148.54) 

8 = Naples eastern limit to project end in Jensen (MP 148.54 to MP 157) 
 
b Timeline: 

ST = short term (0 to 5 years) 

MT = mid-term (5 to 15 years) 

LT = long term (more than 15 years) 



 

Table 5.2-2. Recommended Planning Documents for the US 40 Study Corridor 

Ranking Plan/Study Description 

1 School Bus Pullout/Access Safety Plan – Work with school districts in Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties 
to establish plans for locating and constructing school bus pullouts to increase safety. 
Work with school districts regarding improving safety for students who cross US 40 to access schools. School 
districts noted that, with increases in population, more students are crossing US 40 to access schools, and 
improvements to crossing locations should be developed. 

2 Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan – Work with the Utah Highway Patrol and other emergency-
response agencies to develop response protocols for hazardous materials spills along roads managed by 
UDOT in the study area. 

3 Access Management, Future Routing Options, and Land-Use Policy Plans with the Cities of Vernal, Naples, 
Roosevelt, Ballard, and Duchesne – Analyze the interconnectedness of land use, access, and roadway 
capacity. The planning process will also create a local forum for discussing traffic management and routing 
options for vehicles by type and for the road itself. 
Review unsignalized intersections for the suitability of traffic signals within the urban limits of Roosevelt, 
Duchesne, Vernal, and Naples (signal warrants). Examples of signal warrants identified by the communities 
include 1500 South and 1900 South in Naples near industrial center and schools. Heavy traffic results in long 
waits to enter US 40. 

4 Wildlife Crossing Plan – Cooperative planning study with other interested agencies focusing on the incidence 
of wildlife strikes throughout the corridor and potential improvements that can limit the frequency and number 
of strikes. 

5 Truck Route Plans – UDOT will work with the Cities of Vernal, Naples, Roosevelt, Ballard, and Duchesne to 
identify appropriate routing for large commercial vehicles through the communities (for example, a truck route 
to avoid the use of SR 191 and US 40 in Vernal). 

6 Drainage Plans for US 40 – In partnership with local agencies, participate in community planning currently 
taking place along the corridor to address appropriate drainage of stormwater off US 40. 

7 Speed Limit Study – Review established speed limits corridor-wide. This is especially important on the outskirts 
of communities, which might need consideration for modified speed limits as the communities grow. 

8 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Architecture Plan – Consider and determine appropriate deployment of 
ITS technology for the US 40 corridor. 

9 Forest Service Coordination Plan – USFS noted several issues that need additional coordination with UDOT. 
These issues include maintenance of restrooms near Strawberry Reservoir (posting “Restrooms Closed” signs 
could work), open range in Daniels Canyon and the need for fencing, potential to add pullouts for recreation 
as part of construction projects, and early coordination of upcoming projects to identify potential access 
needs. 
In addition, USFS noted access issues with the Whiskey Springs picnic site, a day-use area that consists of a 
small picnic area with less than 10 tables and a trailhead. The Whiskey Springs entrance/exit is on a curve with 
poor sight distance. The entrance includes a box culvert over a small stream, and there is a very steep hill on 
the north side of US 40. The eastbound approach has two lanes (uphill passing lane) but no right-turn lane, 
and the westbound approach is a single lane with no left-turn lane, which forces traffic to stop in the travel 
lane (this is dangerous given the downhill speeds). Entering the picnic area requires slowing down below 
5 mph on US 40 because of the limited access. A possible solution is to have a separate, new entrance south 
of the current entrance with right- and left-turn lanes and to use the existing entrance as an exit only. Because 
of the stream and hill, it would be difficult to add right- and left-turn lanes on US 40 at the existing entrance. 
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5.2.1 Project Prioritization 

Each project identified above in Table 5.2-1, Recommended Construction 
Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor, is ranked (the projects are listed in rank 
order). The process by which the rankings were developed was both objective 
and subjective, but ultimately represents the priority for needs along the corridor. 
The following sections explain the process that was used to prioritize projects. 

5.2.1.1 Criteria 

Criteria are the values against which each project is judged. The criteria used to 
rank the projects reflected UDOT’s goals for the US 40 corridor. As described in 
Section 1.4.2, Goals and Objectives, these goals focus on safety, capacity and 
congestion, design and operation, growth and development, environmental 
considerations, use of the highway by the oil and gas industry, and economic 
development, tourism, and recreation. Each project in the list was scored by 
several reviewers against the objectives of each goal. 

5.2.1.2 Ranking Process 

Initial Scoring 

The ranking process involved members of the project team, UDOT, project 
stakeholders, and resource agencies. The project team provided the first review 
and assigned a numeric ranking for each criterion depending on how well each 
project satisfied the criterion. Four reviewers each used a scale of 0 to 3, where 0 
meant that the criterion was essentially ignored by the project or did not apply, 
and 3 meant that the project satisfied the criterion. Scores for each of the seven 
criteria were then added for each project, by reviewer. An example is provided 
below. 

Project A Score  

Safety 3 
Capacity and congestion  1 
Design and operation 2 
Growth and development 2 
Environmental 0 
Oil and gas 1 
Economic development/tourism/recreation 1 

Total Score 10 

This process was the first step in ranking the projects. 
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Weighted Ranking 

Once each reviewer ranked all of the projects, the scores for each reviewer were 
then added for each project to see how the projects initially ranked when 
compared to each other. An example is provided below. 

 Project A Project B Project C Project D    

Reviewer 1 10 8 11 10 

Reviewer 2 13 9 12 10 

Reviewer 3 8 11 11 6 

Total 31 28 34 26 

Based on the total scores shown in the example above, the projects would then be 
ranked as follows: 

• Rank 1: Project C 
• Rank 2: Project A 
• Rank 3: Project B 
• Rank 4: Project D 

The next step was to average the scores. For some projects, the scores assigned 
by the four reviewers varied widely. This variation seemed to unnecessarily pull 
some important projects down in the ranks while elevating some that were less 
critical. A weighted median was then calculated to compensate for a high or low 
score in any given ranking. This allowed measurement of the average variance 
between the individual scores and allowed compensation for individual scores 
that were distorting the project listing. Once the weighted median was calculated, 
the projects were then sorted, first based on the weighted median, and then by 
their total score to complete the first iteration of project ranking. 

5.2.1.3 Further Refinements 

Once the first full iteration of the project rankings was completed, the project 
team separated the projects that were planning-related (such as developing truck 
routing plans) from the more traditional construction projects. The rankings of 
those items included on the plans list (see Table 5.2-2 above, Recommended 
Planning Documents for the US 40 Study Corridor) were based on how the plans 
ranked when they were part of the larger list. For example, the plan that was 
assigned rank 1 was the highest-ranking planning document in the overall project 
list. 
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The remaining project list then became a construction project list. The team 
reviewed this list and made some minor adjustments. For example, multiple 
treatments were recommended for some intersections, with some treatments more 
intensive and inclusive than others. An example is the intersection of US 40 and 
SR 88 west of Vernal, for which two separate projects were identified. The 
ultimate treatment recommended for this intersection is a full-service 
interchange, but in the interim, the list included a project to add acceleration and 
deceleration lanes. Since the interim improvements are intended to occur before 
the interchange is constructed, the interim improvements should have higher 
priority based on project timing. For this intersection, the interchange 
construction ranked higher than the intersection improvements, but logic dictates 
that the intersection improvements should be constructed before the interchange 
is built. Therefore, for intersections where there is an interchange project, the 
intersection improvements were moved up in the rankings to occur before 
interchange construction. 

Once the project team made its adjustments, UDOT representatives reviewed the 
prioritized plans list and the prioritized construction project list. UDOT approved 
the priorities as presented and suggested the addition of a planning document. 
The lists were then reviewed by stakeholders and agencies. Stakeholders 
suggested some additional projects that were then ranked and incorporated into 
the lists. These new projects were ranked using the same methodology that was 
used for the original list. Finally, the lists were presented to the public at the final 
round of open houses along the corridor. Two additional projects were added to 
the construction project list as a result of public input; these projects were scored 
and ranked according to the same methodology. The final lists are shown above 
in Table 5.2-1, Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study 
Corridor, and Table 5.2-2, Recommended Planning Documents for the US 40 
Study Corridor. 

5.3 City Plans 

In 2004 and 2005, UDOT worked cooperatively with the Cities of Duchesne, 
Roosevelt, Ballard, Vernal, and Naples to develop community transportation 
plans. During that planning process, the Cities formulated lists of local 
improvement projects and identified priorities. Because such intensive planning 
for roads in and near these cities had already been completed at the local level, 
the US 40 Corridor Study did not include a new in-depth analysis of the roadway 
needs of these communities. Table 5.3-1 below summarizes the projects included 
in these community plans. 
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Table 5.3-1. Community Transportation Plan Recommendationsa 

Project in Community Plan Status 

Duchesne 

High Priority: Regional drainage study. Drainage improvements included as item V2 on the US 40 
construction project list. Also, the plan list includes drainage 
studies for all communities (see Table 5.2-2, Plan 6). 

High Priority: Signal warrant study for intersection of 
US 40 and SR 87. 

Improvements to this intersection included as item E1 on the 
US 40 construction project list. 

High Priority: Speed study for each entrance to city on 
US 40. 

US 40 plan list includes speed limit study (see Table 5.2-2, 
Plan 7). 

High Priority: Construct turn lane on US 40 at east end 
of town for businesses adjacent to Strawberry River. 

Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 

Construct sidewalks to schools along US 40 under the 
Safe Routes to School program. 

Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 

Install sign informing westbound traffic of Starvation 
Reservoir entrance. 

Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 

Install signs at entrances to city on US 40 informing 
trucks of noise ordinance (engine brakes prohibited). 

Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 

Rooseveltb 

Replace irrigation culvert on Dry Gulch on US 40 from 
400 East to 600 East. 

Drainage improvements included as item V2 on the US 40 
construction project list. Also, the plan list includes drainage 
studies for all communities (see Table 5.2-2, Plan 6). 

Signalize US 40/SR 121 intersection. Improvements to intersection included as item J1 on the 
US 40 construction project list.  

Cottonwood Creek Bridge on US 40: widen from two 
to four lanes and add pedestrian access (sidewalk). 

Improvements to L&L corner and this area included as item 
J1 on the US 40 construction project list. Notes recognize 
that bridge also needs to be widened. 

Ballard 

High Priority: Widen US 40 to five lanes from Ballard to 
Fort Duchesne. 

Widening to four through lanes from Roosevelt to Vernal 
included as item D1 on the US 40 construction project list. 
Item G1 recommends construction of a center turn lane east 
of Ballard to about MP 116.6, which, if combined with item 
D1, could provide five lanes for part of the distance. (Fort 
Duchesne is at about MP 122.)  

High Priority: Improve radius and truck acceleration 
lanes at intersection of US 40 and 3500 East; 
secondary priority to improve intersection lighting. 

Specific location not included on the US 40 construction 
project list. 

Add curb, gutter, and sidewalk on US 40 from Ballard 
to Bottle Hollow. 

Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 

Study speeds and merge associated with westbound 
passing lanes on US 40 near Todd Elementary School. 

General speed limit study included as Plan 7 on the plan 
list, but this specific location is not identified in the 
construction project list. 

Intersection of US 40 and 1500 East: improve 
intersection for truck access and complete signal 
warrant study. 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). Intersection improvement was not included 
on the US 40 construction project list.  

Intersection of US 40 and 2500 East: improve radius 
and truck acceleration lanes; improve intersection lighting. 

Specific location not included on the US 40 construction 
project list. 

Local roads that intersect US 40: convert open ditches 
to piped flow or install guardrail adjacent to open 
ditches. 

Drainage improvements included as item V2 on the US 40 
construction project list. Also, the plan list includes drainage 
studies for all communities (Plan 6). 
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Table 5.3-1. Community Transportation Plan Recommendationsa 

Project in Community Plan Status 

Vernal 

High Priority: Improve intersection of US 40 and 1000 
South (west side; signal warrant study/new signal). 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3).  

High Priority: Improve intersection of US 40 and 100 
South (signal warrant study/new signal). 

Signal is in place. 

High Priority: Improve intersection of US 40 and 500 
East (signal warrant study/new signal). 

Signal is in place. 

High Priority: Improve intersection of US 40 and 500 
South (east side; signal warrant study/new signal). 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

Widen US 40 to four lanes from MP 140 to MP 142. Included as part of items A1 and D1 on the US 40 
construction project list. 

Conduct drainage study for US 40. Drainage improvements included as item V2 on the US 40 
construction project list. Also, the plan list includes drainage 
studies for all communities (Plan 6). 

Add lighting at view area on US 40 (safety). Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 
Intersection of US 40 and Main Street (both east 
[~900 East] and west [~800 West] sides): signal 
warrant study/new signal. 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

Intersection of US 40 and 600 West: signal warrant 
study/new signal. 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

Conduct safety study for intersection of US 40 and 
US 191 focused on truck turns. 

Safety study not included on the US 40 construction project 
list. However, improvements to this intersection (to address 
turn radius issues) are included as item F1 on the US 40 
construction project list.  

Naples 

High Priority: Widen US 40 from Roosevelt to Vernal. Included as item D1 on the US 40 construction project list. 
High Priority: Realign intersection of US 40 and SR 45; 
secondary priority to complete signal warrant study/
install signal. 

Included as item M1 on the US 40 construction project list. 

High Priority: Improve intersection of US 40 and 1500 
South; complete signal warrant study/install signal. 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

High Priority: Improve intersection of US 40 and 500 
South; complete signal warrant study/install signal. 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

High Priority: Conduct signal warrant studies for US 40 
and 500 South and US 40 and 1500 South. 

The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

Improve intersection of US 40 and 1000 South. The plan list includes signal warrant studies (see Table 
5.2-2, Plan 3). 

Improve intersection of US 40 and 2500 South; 
complete signal warrant study/install signal. 

Improvements to intersection were included as item I1 on 
the US 40 construction project list. The plan list includes 
signal warrant studies (see Table 5.2-2, Plan 3). 

Construct pedestrian overpass (over US 40) at about 
2500 South. 

Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 

Add sidewalks along both sides of US 40. Not included on the US 40 construction project list. 
Conduct speed study on US 40. The plan list includes speed limit study (see Table 5.2-2, Plan 8). 

a From Duchesne City Community Transportation Plan (2005), Roosevelt City Transportation Master Plan (2005), 
Ballard Town Community Transportation Plan (2005), Vernal City Transportation Master Plan (2004), and Naples 
Transportation Plan (2006). 

b Roosevelt’s plan did not identify high-priority projects. 

5-20 | Chapter 5: Project and Policy Recommendations  December 2007 



 

5.4 Policy Recommendations 

This report includes policy recommendations for four subject areas: corridor-
management agreements, corridor management related to future land uses along 
the corridor, notification procedures for physical impacts to the corridor, and 
roadway standards. 

5.4.1 Corridor-Management Agreements 

UDOT recognizes that corridor management is a primary policy concern along 
US 40. In general, the project team recommends that UDOT enter into some type 
of corridor-management agreement with each city and county along the study 
corridor. In support of this recommendation, the project team researched various 
types of agreements between agencies; several examples are provided in 
Appendix F, Example Agreements. 

Corridor planning is an appropriate time to start investigating the establishment 
of detailed agreements between UDOT and the local agencies that are 
responsible for implementing land use in the study corridor. There is a close 
relationship between transportation and land uses, because all land use depends 
to some extent on access to a road to bring people to and from the use. In an ideal 
situation, local roads lead to neighborhoods and driveways in residential areas 
and higher-volume roads service commercial areas, which allows greater 
numbers of vehicles access to products and services. 

All roads have access points, whether these are individual driveways, local road 
intersections, or fully controlled interchanges. Problems can arise when the 
function of a road is out of balance with the demands on it. If a highway corridor 
designed for moving traffic runs through the heart of a community and has many 
businesses and roads that access the corridor, then through-traffic movements 
will be impeded. However, businesses need to access higher-volume roads to 
bring in more customers, which ensures the businesses’ long-term viability. 
Access and traffic movement can conflict when communities grow without 
establishing options for business other than a highway or a main street. If 
business districts and highways share a route, as US 40 does through Duchesne, 
Roosevelt, Ballard, Vernal, and Naples, then the function of the road for either 
purpose is diminished. 

This access-management discussion is based largely on information in the 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program Synthesis Report 337, 
Cooperative Agreements for Corridor Management (TRB 2004). The report 
details the different types of cooperative agreements that can be used for the 
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US 40 corridor management. The examples provided in Appendix F are taken 
from that report. 

A growing number of transportation agencies are engaging in corridor 
management and related projects to preserve the safety and mobility of major 
thoroughfares. Corridor management involves the application of strategies for 
access management, land-use and subdivision management, right-of-way needs 
and preservation, operational strategies, intergovernmental coordination, and 
financing of corridor improvements. Many of these strategies will be 
accomplished by implementing the US 40 Corridor Study recommendations. 
However, the more detailed work of establishing access-management 
agreements, adopting corridor-management policies, following through with 
land-use coordination, and establishing urban routing will continue in the future. 

This US 40 Corridor Study introduces the concept of access-management 
agreements and discusses how agreements with local jurisdictions that are 
responsible for land-use decisions along the corridor might be developed. 
Reviewing the sample agreements in Appendix F will help UDOT understand the 
different options for developing access-management agreements. 

The corridor planning process can be used to craft local agreements concerning 
access management along the US 40 corridor. The results of coordination with 
the public, stakeholders, and local agencies along the US 40 corridor suggest that 
an open, collaborative process favored by all parties will help implement 
effective agreements and/or policies. By using a consensus-based approach, 
UDOT and the local agencies will craft agreements that are mutually acceptable 
and have the support necessary to implement the intent of the agreement. 

5.4.1.1 Types of Agreements 

Several types of agreements can be used for corridor management and 
preservation. UDOT has previously used corridor-management agreements, such 
as the previously mentioned agreement with Wasatch County, for management of 
SR 248. An agreement can take the form of a resolution, memorandum of 
understanding (MOU), intergovernmental agreement (IGA), or public-private 
agreement. 

A resolution expresses the intent or will of a political body about a given policy 
at a particular time. Resolutions are not legally binding and are subject to change 
or contradiction by the political body. Resolutions are often used to adopt new 
plans or policies. A resolution in support of corridor management and of 
adopting the US 40 corridor plan could be a starting point for a corridor-
management agreement. 
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An MOU goes beyond a resolution and documents the desire of the parties 
involved to engage in a particular course of action, such as corridor management. 
An MOU can serve as an intermediate step toward more extensive cooperation. 

An IGA is a legal pact authorized by state law between two or more units of 
government to contract for or agree on the performance of a specific activity. 
IGAs work best when responsibilities, financial obligations, and procedures are 
detailed. These are the most binding types of agreements and are therefore the 
most effective in accomplishing an agreed-on goal. 

Public-private agreements are binding contracts between a government entity 
and a private entity. These types of agreements typically concern the boundary 
between a public road and a privately owned property. Public-private agreements 
often involve mitigation measures that a developer must implement as part of a 
project, a description of specific access conditions, future roadway 
improvements, and/or multi-party funding arrangements for long-term 
management of a road. One example in Appendix F concerns a private entity and 
UDOT, so this type of agreement and approach to corridor management are not a 
new concept to UDOT. 

IGAs are the most desirable type of agreement because they have the 
enforcement mechanism built into the agreement, and they are essentially a 
contract that binds both parties to carry out the agreement. The structure of these 
agreements requires certain provisions to facilitate enforcement and updates as 
conditions around the corridor change. 

5.4.1.2 Characteristics of Successful Agreements 

By reviewing the characteristics of successful agreements, UDOT can avoid 
many of the pitfalls that characterize failed agreements between local agencies 
and public departments of transportation throughout the United States. However, 
simply incorporating these characteristics into any type of agreement will not 
ensure success. 

The purposes of most cooperative agreements are to: 

• Establish a common understanding about the importance of an arterial to 
regional mobility. 

• Establish a mutual commitment to managing the corridor. 

• Specify roles and responsibilities. 

Other purposes include establishing mutually acceptable standards for corridor 
management, obtaining local or developer contributions toward highway 
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improvements, improving state and local coordination in access permitting and 
land use, and promoting the uniform maintenance of highways. Regardless of the 
type of arrangement used, there are some characteristics of successful agreements 
that should be part of the development process, including: 

• Willingness of the various parties to work out and agree on a 
management strategy 

• Opportunities for periodic review and adaptive management of the 
agreement 

• A process to ensure that the agreement is followed 

Participants. First, agreements should be put together with input by all affected 
parties. For longer corridors, this might include business and property owners, 
affected cities and counties, tribal representatives, state police, and resource 
agencies. More than any other characteristic of successful agreements, 
collaboration is required. In and of itself, collaboration is not a guarantee of 
success, but the likelihood of success without it is remote. 

Although the US 40 corridor planning process engaged many of the agencies and 
stakeholders that would participate in the agreement development process, it has 
stopped short of the type of collaboration and cooperative work needed to 
develop an agreement that will achieve the management goals for the corridor. 
However, the results of the US 40 Corridor Study provide a basis from which to 
develop further management agreements with agencies that have jurisdiction 
over land use in the corridor. 

Term of Agreement. Second, periodic review of the agreement should be built 
into the agreement language. If an agreement has no predetermined time for 
review and updating, it is less likely to be followed over time. As the agreement 
becomes dated, it becomes obsolete. Typical durations of management 
agreements are 10 to 20 years, with reviews and modifications as necessary at 
least every 5 years. In areas that are growing quickly, a review interval of every 3 
years might be more appropriate. Review intervals of 3 to 5 years will provide 
enough time for application of the agreement as it stands and for obvious 
problems or issues to arise. This will also allow the implementing parties an 
opportunity to review the implementation history and to draw conclusions about 
the agreement’s effectiveness over time. 

Agreement Process. Finally, it is important that the agreement be supported by a 
process that requires applicants for access managed under the agreement to 
receive approvals from the implementing parties (usually the transportation and 
land-use agencies). This approval process will help ensure that the management 
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agreement is followed, help identify where agreement provisions need 
clarification, and promote orderly growth and development along the corridor. 

5.4.1.3 Example Agreements 

Appendix F includes the following example agreements: 

• Resolution from Benton County, Minnesota: Accepting, Supporting, and 
Adopting the TH10/TH24 Inter-regional Corridor Management Plan 
(2002) 

• Corridor preservation agreement between UDOT and Wasatch 
County; addresses preserving traffic flow in the SR 248 corridor in the 
Jordanelle Planning Area through implementation of an access-
management stationing plan 

• IGA between the Colorado Department of Transportation and several 
cities and counties for access control on public highways within their 
respective jurisdictions 

• MOU between Manitoba Transportation and Government Services and 
the Rural Municipality of Headingley: PTH1W Proposed Highway 
Upgrading and Access Management Plan 

• Public-private agreement between UDOT and the owners of Ossine 
Shoes and Gifts; addresses consolidation of access to SR 68 in Salt Lake 
County 

• Example access cooperative agreement for the US 40 study corridor; 
assumes participation of UDOT, the counties, and the cities 

The access cooperative agreement example for the US 40 corridor could be used 
by UDOT as a starting point for addressing access management along the 
corridor. 

5.4.2 Local Land-Use Planning 

In addition to the types and location of accesses to and from a highway, 
congestion and access-management issues that might arise are also directly 
related to the land use that abuts the corridor. Much of the land along US 40 is 
undeveloped. Therefore, long-term management of the corridor must consider 
how future development planned through the counties and cities would affect the 
highway. Ideally, UDOT would be involved in development planning and would 
have the opportunity to comment on and see the results of project-specific traffic 
impact analyses. Such planning is particularly important where a proposed 
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development might not abut the highway but might use an existing road that 
provides direct access to the highway. Without the need to have direct access 
approved by UDOT, development plans in such off-highway areas can 
overwhelm a highway access point that is intended to handle only a few vehicles 
per day. 

5.4.2.1 Existing Policies and Procedures 

In general, even though UDOT does not have formal agreements regarding 
development review and access with the cities and counties along the US 40 
corridor, the agencies do work together when development might physically 
affect a state highway (through encroachment on or changing access to the 
highway) or result in traffic rates that could affect highway operation. 

For example, in Wasatch County, typical development proposals along state-
managed, limited-access highways involve properties that were historically used 
for agriculture. As part of its review, Wasatch County coordinates with the 
landowner and UDOT to identify and/or clarify access points from the property 
to the highway. The County also reviews the need for traffic studies on a case-
by-case basis. Traffic studies for projects adjacent to state highways are normally 
forwarded to UDOT for review (James 2007). 

The Uintah County General Plan (Uintah County 2005) contains policies that 
drive the County’s coordination with UDOT. These policies call for including 
UDOT in the development of the County’s master transportation plan (which 
takes into account both county and city land-use planning) and road maintenance 
program. Aside from these policies, the County does not have any formal 
agreements with UDOT regarding the review of development applications. 
Uintah County requires traffic studies for all standard and major subdivisions and 
for planned unit developments whether they are residential, nonresidential, or a 
combination of both. If a project abuts a state highway, UDOT is consulted based 
on the development proposal and the results of the traffic study. The County 
consults with UDOT on off-highway projects that use existing local roads to 
access the highway on a case-by-case basis. 

In 2004 and 2005, representatives of the Cities of Duchesne, Roosevelt, Ballard, 
Vernal, and Naples coordinated with UDOT to develop community 
transportation plans. Development of the community plans also involved 
discussion on how UDOT and each of the cities can work together to ensure that 
community transportation planning meets the needs of local residents while 
ensuring smooth operation of state highways. 
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5.4.2.2 Recommendation 

Partnering with local jurisdictions that have control over land use and zoning can 
have a very positive effect on the management and function of the highway. By 
partnering with local agencies, UDOT can ensure that new projects adjacent to 
US 40, or that use existing roads for access to US 40, are appropriately planned 
to address the safety and operational needs of the highway as well as the 
development plans of the cities and counties. 

5.4.3 Notification 

Ideally, UDOT planners would receive notification from each land-use 
jurisdiction about any development or regulatory change within its region and 
would have standing to make comments and place requirements on developments 
for mitigating impacts. This includes off-highway projects that would use local 
roads to access state highways. 

In addition to forming formal relationships with cities and counties to identify 
access standards, UDOT could work with the cities and counties to establish 
notification procedures. These procedures could explain when UDOT should be 
notified of new development, explain who should receive the notification, and 
provide a timeframe for UDOT’s review and comment. To ensure that this 
process functions efficiently, UDOT might consider focusing this function in the 
Region 3 office, as it is important to have local knowledge of the roadway 
conditions and development pressures. 
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5.4.4 Road Standards 

UDOT ensures that the roads it manages are constructed and maintained 
according to UDOT’s adopted standards. In many cases, the geometry or 
alignment of a section of road does not meet the current standard because the 
road was built long before a standard was established, or because a standard has 
been modified but the road has not been modified to bring it up to standard. 

As it implements projects on the construction project list, UDOT will ensure that 
all improvements meet the design standards outlined in the most recently 
approved standards and specifications. This includes ensuring that intersections 
have sufficient radii for truck turning movements and that cross-sections through 
urbanized areas are sufficient to accommodate larger vehicles. For example, 
many intersections along the US 40 corridor need a turning radius of at least 
50 feet to accommodate truck turning movements, but currently have radii of 
20 feet or less. When this occurs, trucks are unable to stay in the proper lane, 
which can affect operation and safety of the highway. As projects are 
constructed, UDOT will pay special attention to this and might require more 
stringent design standards to accommodate truck traffic. Accommodating truck 
traffic will enable the entire system to function more efficiently and safely. 

Appendix G, Typical Cross-Sections for the US 40 Corridor, contains the 
recommended typical cross-sections for the US 40 corridor. Recommended 
cross-sections for the US 40 corridor are consistent with the needs and operation 
of this mostly rural corridor. 

5.5 Summary 

By engaging in discussion and ultimately entering into formal management 
agreements with cities and counties along the US 40 study corridor, UDOT can 
stay informed about local and regional development plans and have an agreed-on 
way to participate in local decisions that might affect the operation of US 40. 
Cities and counties would also benefit by having clear guidelines on how to 
evaluate potential traffic-related effects on state highways and how to address 
potential traffic impacts. By working together, UDOT and the cities and counties 
along the US 40 corridor can ensure the safe and efficient operation of US 40 in 
the coming years. Careful implementation of roadway standards will also ensure 
that the future operation of US 40 meets the needs of all travelers. 

 



 

Chapter 6:  Implementation Plan and Cost 
Estimates 

This chapter presents a plan for implementing the recommended construction 
projects by segment and presents cost estimates for 15 of the construction 
projects. 

6.1 Implementation 

Table 5.2-1, Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor, 
in Chapter 5, Project and Policy Recommendations, lists a timeline and rank for 
all of the proposed construction projects in the US 40 study corridor, but does not 
identify a logical implementation sequence. The order in which projects are 
constructed largely depends on funding and priority (need), but the relationship 
of a proposed project to other recent or imminent projects in the vicinity also 
affects the sequence in which the projects can or should be constructed. Table 
6.1-1 below lists the US 40 projects by segment and includes an implementation 
strategy for each segment. The project number and ranking are taken from Table 
5.2-1 in Chapter 5. 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 1 – MP 21.4 to MP 34.3 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 1 
This study recommends that the variable-message signs (Project X2) and cameras (Project Y2) should be implemented first in Segment 1 to address weather-related 
road conditions. Even though these projects were ranked lower based on the scoring criteria, variable-message signs and cameras are inexpensive to install and 
provide value to the growing number of travelers. The two projects could also be used together: UDOT could use the cameras to view conditions along the segment 
and update the variable-message signs accordingly. 
The second project in this segment should be closing the gap in the existing passing lane between MP 30.44 and MP 31.28. 
Finally, UDOT should give priority to preparing an evaluation/study of downhill passing opportunities in Daniels Canyon to determine the appropriate location for 
new passing lanes. This study will take into account geotechnical issues with slopes and Daniels Creek.  

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)a
Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

None None 

  

  

 

• O1/15 – Add/extend eastbound passing 
lane from MP 30.44 to MP 31.28 (gap in 
existing climbing lane). 

• D2/25 – Identify specific locations for and 
construct westbound passing lanes in 
Daniels Canyon between about MP 23–
MP 21, MP 28–MP 26, and MP 32.6–
MP 31. 

• X2/45 – Install variable-message signs at 
entry to Daniels Canyon (~MP 23.3 to 
MP 35) to inform travelers of road 
conditions. 

• Y2/48 – Install cameras around rest area 
(~MP 70) and Daniels Lodge (~MP 35). 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 2 – MP 34.3 to MP 85.86 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 2 
As the longest segment in the study area, Segment 2 has many recommended projects. Most of the projects involve passing lanes and are recommended as mid-
term improvements. Of primary importance is extending existing passing lanes that currently end at the top of a grade. This should be completed as a single project 
and would provide the greatest safety benefit since many passing lanes in this segment end before the crest of the hill. 
New passing lanes should be added based on ranking. 
Traffic count data collected during the corridor study did not include Red Creek Road and Currant Creek Road. Summer traffic counts would help determine usage 
and the need for accelerating projects G2, H2, and U2. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

• H2/29 – Replace/rehabilitate Red Creek 
Bridge (bridge D-595) at MP 65.4. 

• S1/19 – Extend existing eastbound passing 
lane that ends at MP 49.2 to next passing 
lane that begins at MP 50.6. 

None 

 • T1/20 – Connect existing westbound 
passing lanes from MP 61.4 to MP 59.7. 

 

 • F2/27 – Extend existing eastbound passing 
lane from MP 59.4 to MP 61. 

 

 • G2/28 – Improve intersection of US 40 and 
Red Creek Road (near MP 65.4; improve 
sight distance; add acceleration and 
deceleration lanes; add left-turn lanes; add 
passing lanes over hill crests in both 
directions). 

 

 • I2/30 – Add 2 miles of new westbound 
passing lane between MP 46 and MP 35. 

 

 • J2/31 – Extend existing eastbound passing 
lane from MP 43.3 to MP 44. 

 

 • K2/32 – Extend existing eastbound passing 
lane from MP 68 to MP 69.2. 

 

 • N2/35 – Extend existing westbound passing 
lane from MP 61.5 to MP 60.5. 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 2 – MP 34.3 to MP 85.86 (continued) 

 • O2/36 – Extend existing westbound passing 
lane from MP 70.9 to MP 70.2. 

 

 • P2/37 – Add 1 mile of new eastbound 
passing lane between MP 82 and MP 84. 

 

 • Q2/38 – Extend existing eastbound passing 
lane that ends at MP 51 to MP 51.4. 

 

 • U2/42 – Add eastbound right-turn/left-turn 
lane at Currant Creek Road (MP 58.2). 

 

 • A3/48 – Install cameras around rest area 
(~MP 70) and Daniels Lodge (~MP 35). 

 

Segment 3 – MP 85.86 to MP 87.53 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 3 
Segment 3 contains only one project. This short-term project should be completed as funding becomes available. UDOT should consider realigning this intersection 
and the intersection of US 191 to intersect opposite each another, which would create one major intersection instead of having two highway intersections within one 
block of each other. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

• E1/5 – Improve/relocate intersection of 
SR 87 and US 40 in Duchesne (MP 86.5); 
make intersection concrete. 

None None 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 4 – MP 87.53 to MP 111.48 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 4 
Of primary importance is extending existing passing lanes that currently end at the top of a grade. This should be completed as a single project and would provide 
the greatest safety benefit since many passing lanes end before the crest of a hill. 
Project N1, widening the segment to four lanes, should occur after Segment 6 is widened to four lanes (Project D1). Overall, Segment 6 has a greater need for the 
capacity improvement to serve a safety need. 
Passing lanes should be implemented as prioritized or as part of other projects as possible. 
Interchange improvements should be constructed only after the four-lane widening is constructed. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

• K1/11 – Add turn and acceleration lanes for 
both right-hand and left-hand turns at 
Pleasant Valley Road intersection 
(~MP 103.6); make intersection concrete. 

• N1/14 – Widen highway to four lanes along 
entire segment from Roosevelt to Duchesne. 

• L1/12 – Convert intersection of US 40 and 
Pleasant Valley Road to an interchange 
(~MP 103.6). 

• U1/21 – Add 2 miles of new eastbound 
passing lane between MP 88 and MP 93. 

 • P1/16 – Convert intersection of US 40 and 
Bridgeland turnoff (Antelope Canyon Road) 
to an interchange (~MP 96.9). 

• V1/21 – Add 2 miles of new eastbound 
passing lane between MP 93 and MP 103. 

 • A2/22 – Convert intersection of US 40 and 
SR 87 (Ioka Junction, north of Myton) to an 
interchange (~MP 109.6). 

• W1/21 – Add 1 mile of new westbound 
passing lane between MP 93 and MP 87.  

  

• X1/21 – Add 1 mile of new westbound 
passing lane between MP 98 and MP 93. 

  

• Y1/21 – Add 1 mile of new westbound 
passing lane between MP 104 and MP 98. 

  

• Z1/21 – Extend existing westbound passing 
lane that ends at MP 108.8 west to 
MP 107.6. 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 5 – MP 111.48 to MP 118.5 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 5 
The stamped concrete crossing of US 40 (Project T2) should be the first project implemented. This project is inexpensive and can have lasting beneficial impacts with 
Ballard as a partner in corridor management. 
The remainder of the projects should be constructed in order of priority. 
The intersection of US 40 and SR 121 should be improved to allow continuous flow on US 40, with traffic stopping only when traffic on SR 121 dictates. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

• G1/7 – Construct three-lane section with center 
turn lane east of Ballard from MP 115.2 to 
MP 116.62. 

• J1/10 – Widen highway from 500 East to L&L 
corner at intersection with SR 121 to four lanes 
(~MP 114.4 to MP 114.6). Change intersection 
geometrics to improve level of service. 

None 

• H1/8 – Add 1 mile or more of new eastbound 
passing lane between MP 116.62 and 
~MP 118.79. 

• S2/40 – Construct concrete intersections in 
Roosevelt and Ballard. 

 

• T2/41 – Construct stamped concrete crossing of 
Roosevelt bicycle path at US 40 and Lagoon 
Street (~MP 114.4). 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 6 – MP 118.5 to MP 141.48 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 6 
This segment has the most critical needs in the entire corridor. The passing-lane projects should be constructed before the four-lane improvement (Project D1). 
It might be possible to address sight distance problems at 2500 West in Vernal (Project I1) as part of the “Twists” project (A1). 
The remainder of the projects should be constructed in order of priority.  

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

• A1/1 – Add eastbound and westbound passing 
lanes from the “Twists” to Vernal (MP 134 to 
MP 141.2) to create a four-lane section along 
entire segment. 

• C1/3 – Construct full-service interchange at 
intersection of SR 88 and US 40 (~MP 130.5). 

• W2/44 – Upgrade intersection of 7500 West 
and US 40 in Fort Duchesne to an interchange 
(~MP 121.4). 

• B1/2 – At intersection of SR 88 and US 40 
(~MP 130.5), add acceleration/deceleration 
lanes and westbound hill-climbing lane. Also, 
lengthen turn lanes and make intersection 
concrete. 

  

• D1/4 – Widen highway to four lanes along entire 
segment between Vernal and Roosevelt. 

  

• I1/9 – Address sight distance problems and 
intersection geometrics at 2500 West on the 
southwest edge of Vernal (~MP 141.2). 

  

• Q1/17 – Add 2 miles of new eastbound passing 
lane between MP 122 and MP 134. 

  

• R1/18 – Add 2 miles of new westbound passing 
lane between MP 134 and MP 122. 

  

• B2/23 – Extend existing westbound passing lane 
from MP 119.4 to ~MP 118 (Ballard city limit). 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Segment 7 – MP 141.48 to MP 148.54 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 7 
Projects in this segment should be constructed in order of priority. The improvements to the intersection of US 40 and US 191 (Project F1) should begin with 
concrete and signalization improvements. Relocation of this intersection needs to be considered in discussions of a Vernal alternate route. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

• F1/6 – Improve/relocate intersection of US 40 
and US 191 in Vernal (~MP 144.35). 

None None 

• M1/13 – Install signal at intersection of SR 45 
(Bonanza Highway) and US 40 in Naples 
(~MP 148.3). 

  

• R2/39 – Reconstruct intersections in Vernal and 
Naples to concrete, especially at signalized 
intersections. 

  

Segment 8 – MP 148.54 to MP 157 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Segment 8 
Project M2 should be constructed first because it is a needed safety improvement. The remainder of the projects should be constructed in order of priority. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking)

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking)   

None • C2/24 – Add 1 mile of new eastbound passing 
lane between MP 150 and MP 157. 

None 

 • E2/26 – Add 1 mile of new westbound passing 
lane between MP 157 and MP 150. 

 

 • M2/34 – Add left-turn and right-turn lanes or 
center turn lane at key locations between Naples 
and the eastern project terminus. Suggested 
locations for turn lanes are at 3700 East 4000 
South, 5500 East 5000 South, and 6800 East 
6000 South. Suggested location for center turn 
lane (three lanes total) is from 7750 East 6000 
South to SR 149. 
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Table 6.1-1. Implementation Strategy 

Multiple Segments 

Overall Implementation Strategy for Multiple Segments 
Sign installation (Project Z2) should be completed first because this is a relatively inexpensive project that will provide an immediate safety improvement. 
The installation of Internet cameras (Project Y2) is also inexpensive and can provide information for travelers. The cameras should be installed at the same time as 
variable-message signs (Project Z2). 
Several drainage plans are currently under development. The recommendations in these plans will be important for UDOT to include in project planning and STIP 
development. 

Short-Term – by 2013 

(Project Number and Ranking) 

Mid-Term – by 2023 

(Project Number and Ranking) 

Long-Term – by 2035 

(Project Number and Ranking) 

• Z2/47 – Install signs corridor-wide indicating 
passing lanes, wildlife crossing areas, and 
snowmobile and all-terrain-vehicle crossings. 

• L2/33 – Stripe bicycle lanes in established 
communities corridor-wide. 

None 

 • V2/43 – Construct necessary drainage 
improvements based on drainage plan 
developed with Uintah County government, 
governments of cities in Uintah County, and the 
Cities of Duchesne and Roosevelt. 

 

 • Y2/46 – Install cameras to allow Internet review 
of road conditions. 

 

a Project numbers and rankings are shown in Table 5.2-1, Recommended Construction Projects for the US 40 Study Corridor, in Chapter 5, Project and Policy 
Recommendations. 

 

 



 
 

6.2 Cost Estimates 

Table 6.2-1 provides planning-level cost estimates for 15 projects from the US 40 
Corridor Study recommended construction projects list. UDOT selected these 
projects based on priority and anticipated schedule. Detailed information for each 
cost estimate follows the table. 

Table 6.2-1. Planning-Level Cost Estimates for the US 40 Study 
Corridor 

Project, 
Rank, and 
Location Project Description 

Planning-Level 
Cost Estimate 

Project: C1 
Rank: 3 
Segment: 6 

Construct full-service interchange at intersection of SR 88 and US 40 
(~MP 130.5). 

$7,130,000 

Project: D1 
Rank: 4 
Segment: 6 

Widen highway to four lanes along entire segment between Vernal 
and Roosevelt. 

$83,260,000 

Project: E1 
Rank: 5 
Segment: 3 

Improve/relocate intersection of SR 87 and US 40 in Duchesne 
(MP 86.5); make intersection concrete. 

$633,000 

Project: G1  
Rank: 7 
Segment: 5 

Construct three-lane section with center turn lane east of Ballard 
from MP 115.2 to MP 116.62. 

$1,877,400 

Project: H1  
Rank: 8 
Segment: 5 

Add 1 mile or more of new eastbound passing lane between 
MP 116.62 and ~MP 118.79. 

$4,335,000 

Project: J1  
Rank: 10 
Segment: 5 

Widen highway from 500 East to L&L corner at intersection with 
SR 121 to four lanes (~MP 114.4 to MP 114.6). Change 
intersection geometrics to improve level of service. 

$377,500 

Project: K1  
Rank: 11 
Segment: 4 

Add turn and acceleration lanes for both right-hand and left-hand 
turns at Pleasant Valley Road intersection (~MP 103.6); make 
intersection concrete. 

$1,920,000 

Project: M1  
Rank: 13 
Segment: 7 

Install signal at intersection of SR 45 (Bonanza Highway) and US 40 
in Naples (~MP 148.3). 

$99,000 

Project: N1  
Rank: 14 
Segment: 4 

Widen highway to four lanes along entire segment from Roosevelt to 
Duchesne. 

$90,400,000 

Project: O1  
Rank: 15 
Segment: 1 

Add/extend eastbound passing lane from MP 30.44 to MP 31.28 
(gap in existing climbing lane). 

$1,630,000 

Project: T1  
Rank: 20 
Segment: 2 

Connect existing westbound passing lanes from MP 61.4 to 
MP 59.7. 

$3,038,000 

Project: F2  
Rank: 27 
Segment: 2 

Extend existing eastbound passing lane from MP 59.4 to MP 61. $3,165,000 
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Table 6.2-1. Planning-Level Cost Estimates for the US 40 Study 
Corridor 

Project, 
Rank, and 
Location Project Description 

Planning-Level 
Cost Estimate 

Project: G2  
Rank: 28 
Segment: 2 

Improve intersection of US 40 and Red Creek Road (near MP 65.4; 
improve sight distance; add acceleration and deceleration lanes; 
add left-turn lanes; add passing lanes over hill crests in both 
directions). 

$4,798,000 

Project: I2  
Rank: 30 
Segment: 2 

Add 2 miles of new westbound passing lane between MP 46 and 
MP 35. 

$4,530,000 

Project: Q2  
Rank: 38 
Segment: 2 

Extend existing eastbound passing lane from MP 51 to MP 51.4. $900,000 

 



 

6.2.1 Project C1: Full-Service Interchange at Intersection of US 40 and SR 88 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  27930 $420,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $13.00  20740 $270,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  19320 $400,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  10640 $860,000.00 
Borrow cu yd $15.00  26500 $400,000.00 

Structure over SR-88 Lump $1,000,000.00  1 $1,000,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $3,350,000 

Mobilization 15%     $510,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $240,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $110,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $1,270,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $5,480,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $550,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $6,030,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 550,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 550,000.00  

TOTAL $7,130,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $7,200,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.2 Project D1: Widen Highway to Four Lanes from Roosevelt to Vernal 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  498750 $7,500,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $13.00  550000 $7,150,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  345000 $6,900,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  190000 $15,200,000.00 
36" Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  5050 $510,000.00 
Standard Box Culvert Extension ft $1,000.00  400 $400,000.00 
Widening of Major Box Culvert Structures ft $3,100.00  150 $470,000.00 

Widen Bridge over Uinta River Lump $1,260,000.00  1 $1,260,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $39,390,000 

Mobilization 15%     $5,910,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $2,760,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $1,190,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $14,780,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $64,030,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $6,410,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $70,440,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 6,410,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 6,410,000.00  

TOTAL $83,260,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $83,300,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.3 Project E1: Intersection Modifications at US 40 and SR 87 in Duchesne 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $30.00  1227 $37,000.00 
Remove Concrete Pavement sq yd $20.00  126 $3,000.00 
Remove Asphalt Pavement sq yd $5.00  1924 $10,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $30.00  424 $13,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $100.00  467 $47,000.00 
9 Inch Portland Concrete Cement Pavement sq yd $75.00  2050 $154,000.00 
Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 ft $30.00  190 $6,000.00 
          

          

SUBTOTAL $270,000 

Mobilization 15%     $41,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $19,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $9,000.00 
Right-of-Way ($50/ft2 assumption) sq ft $50.00  1140 $57,000.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $102,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $498,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $45,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $543,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 45,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 45,000.00  

TOTAL $633,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $640,000 

Italics denote rounding     

 

6-14 | Chapter 6: Implementation Plan and Cost Estimates  December 2007 



 

6.2.4 Project G1: Construct Center Turn Lane East of Ballard 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $20.00  7300 $146,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) cu yd $15.00  8200 $123,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  5100 $102,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  5500 $440,000.00 
Rotomilling - 2 inch sq yd $2.50  23500 $58,750.00 
          
          

          

SUBTOTAL $870,000 

Mobilization 15%     $140,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $70,000.00 
Survey 2%     $17,400.00 
Right-of-Way Lump   0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $330,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,427,400 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $150,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,577,400 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 150,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 150,000.00  

TOTAL $1,877,400 

 ROUNDED TOTAL $1,900,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.5 Project H1: Add New Passing Lane between MP 116 and MP 119 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  22900 $350,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $13.00  30600 $400,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  15800 $320,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  8700 $700,000.00 
Borrow cu yd $15.00  15300 $230,000.00 

36 Inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  150 $15,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,015,000 

Mobilization 15%     $310,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $150,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $70,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $770,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $3,315,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $340,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $3,655,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 340,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 340,000.00  

TOTAL $4,335,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $4,400,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.6 Project J1: Modify Intersection and Approaches at L&L Corner in Roosevelt 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $35.00  320 $12,000.00 
Remove Concrete Curb and Gutter ft $11.00  528 $6,000.00 
Remove Concrete Sidewalk sq yd $7.00  352 $3,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $35.00  220 $8,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $120.00  120 $15,000.00 
Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 ft $23.00  528 $13,000.00 
Concrete Sidewalk sq ft $5.00  3170 $16,000.00 

Adjust traffic signal Lump $25,000.00  1 $25,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $98,000 

Mobilization 15%     $20,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $7,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $3,000.00 
Right-of-Way ($50/ft2 Assumption) sq ft $50.00  3170 $158,500.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $40,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $326,500 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $17,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $343,500 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 17,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 17,000.00  

TOTAL $377,500 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $380,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.7 Project K1: Intersection Modifications at US 40 and Pleasant Valley Road (MP 103.6) 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  9310 $140,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  11000 $170,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  5980 $120,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  3550 $290,000.00 
9 Inch Portland Cement Concrete Pavement sq yd $75.00  2250 $170,000.00 

          

SUBTOTAL $890,000 

Mobilization 15%     $140,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $70,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $30,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $340,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,470,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $150,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,620,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 150,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 150,000.00  

TOTAL $1,920,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $2,000,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.8 Project M1: Install Signal at Intersection of US 40 and SR 45 in Naples 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Addition of Signal at US-40/SR-45 Intersection lump $75,000.00  1 $75,000.00 
          

          

SUBTOTAL $75,000 

Mobilization N/A included     
Traffic Control N/A included     
Surveying (Construction) N/A included     
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) N/A included     

SUBTOTAL $75,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $8,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $83,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 8,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 8,000.00  

TOTAL $99,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $100,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.9 Project N1: Widen Highway to Four Lanes from Duchesne to Roosevelt 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  490000 $7,400,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $13.00  545000 $7,090,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  340000 $6,800,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  190000 $15,200,000.00 
36" Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  5650 $570,000.00 
Standard Box Culvert Extension ft $1,000.00  700 $700,000.00 
Widening of Major Box Culverts ft $3,100.00  150 $470,000.00 
Widen Structure F-62 over Strawberry River Lump $1,600,000.00  1 $1,600,000.00 
Widen Structure F-690 over Antelope Creek Lump $975,000.00  1 $980,000.00 

Widen Structure C-794 over Duchesne River Lump $1,950,000.00  1 $1,950,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $42,760,000 

Mobilization 15%     $6,420,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $3,000,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $1,290,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $16,050,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $69,520,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $6,960,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $76,480,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 6,960,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 6,960,000.00  

TOTAL $90,400,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $90,400,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.10 Project O1: Extend Existing Eastbound Passing Lane from MP 30.4 to MP 31.3 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  8850 $140,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  9860 $150,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  6120 $130,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  3370 $270,000.00 

          

SUBTOTAL $690,000 

Mobilization 15%     $110,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $50,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $30,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 40%     $360,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,240,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $130,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,370,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 130,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 130,000.00  

TOTAL $1,630,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $1,700,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.11 Project T1: Connect Existing Westbound Passing Lanes between MP 61.4 and MP 59.7 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  17960 $270,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  20000 $300,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  12420 $250,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  6840 $550,000.00 

36 Inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  375 $38,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,408,000 

Mobilization 15%     $220,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $100,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $50,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 30%     $540,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,318,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $240,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,558,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 240,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 240,000.00  

TOTAL $3,038,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $3,100,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.12 Project F2: Extend Existing Eastbound Passing Lane from MP 59.4 to MP 61 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  16960 $260,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  18900 $290,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  11730 $240,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  6460 $520,000.00 
Remove Guardrail ft $3.00  850 $3,000.00 
W-Beam Guardrail with 72 Inch Wood Posts ft $20.00  850 $17,000.00 

36 Inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  350 $35,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,365,000 

Mobilization 15%     $210,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $100,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $50,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 40%     $690,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,415,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $250,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,665,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 250,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 250,000.00  

TOTAL $3,165,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $3,200,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.13 Project G2: Intersection Modifications at US 40 and Red Creek Road (MP 65.4) 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  15800 $240,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  17600 $270,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  10930 $220,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  6020 $490,000.00 
Standard Box Culvert Extension ft $1,000.00  25 $25,000.00 
36 Inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  125 $13,000.00 

Structure over Red Creek lump $830,000.00  1 $830,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,088,000 

Mobilization 15%     $320,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $150,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $70,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 40%     $1,060,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $3,688,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $370,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $4,058,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 370,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 370,000.00  

TOTAL $4,798,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $4,800,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.14 Project I2: Add 2 Miles of New Westbound Passing Lane between MP 46 and MP 35 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  21070 $320,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  23500 $360,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  14580 $300,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  8025 $650,000.00 
36 inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe ft $100.00  250 $30,000.00 

Standard Box Culvert Extension ft $1,000.00  50 $50,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,710,000 

Mobilization 25%     $430,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $120,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $60,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 50%     $1,160,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $3,480,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $350,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $3,830,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 350,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 350,000.00  

TOTAL $4,530,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $4,600,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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6.2.15 Project Q2: Extend Existing Eastbound Passing Lane from MP 51 to MP 51.4 

Items UNIT UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT 
Granular Borrow Ton $15.00  4290 $70,000.00 
Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) yd3 $15.00  4780 $80,000.00 
Untreated Base Course Ton $20.00  2970 $60,000.00 
HMA - 3/4 inch Ton $80.00  1640 $140,000.00 

          

SUBTOTAL $350,000 

Mobilization 25%     $90,000.00 
Traffic Control 7%     $30,000.00 
Surveying (Construction) 3%     $20,000.00 
Right-of-Way Lump $0.00  0 $0.00 

Contingency (Items not accounted for) 40%     $200,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $690,000 

Preliminary/Final Engineering 10%   1 $70,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $760,000 

Construction Engineering 10%      $ 70,000.00  

UDOT Contingency 10%      $ 70,000.00  

TOTAL $900,000 

      ROUNDED TOTAL $900,000 

Italics denote rounding     
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1.0 Introduction 

This report was prepared in support of the U.S. Highway 40 (U.S. 40) Corridor 
Study. The purpose of this report is to help UDOT and the public understand the 
existing environmental conditions along the highway corridor between Mile Post 
(MP) 21, near Heber City, Utah, and MP 157 near Jensen, Utah. The information 
presented in this report will be used to identify and evaluate potential 
environmental issues that could affect the Utah Department of Transportation’s 
(UDOT’s) ability to construct roadway improvements along the corridor. The 
presence of significant environmental constraints will be an important 
consideration as UDOT develops a plan for future actions along U.S. 40. 

1.1 Sources of Information 

The information included in this report came from many sources. Data were 
gathered by reviewing existing information such as the land-use plans of cities 
and counties along the corridor; federal agency management plans or other 
planning documents; digital data available from federal agencies (for example, 
data on soils and hazardous waste sites), communication with local, state, and 
federal agency representatives; and an in-field reconnaissance (“windshield 
survey” or field review). All persons contacted and data sources used are listed in 
Section 9.0, References, of this report. 

1.2 Report Study Area 

The U.S. 40 study area includes 136 miles of highway in three Utah counties: 
Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah.1 This report focuses on regional conditions, 
though corridor-specific information is provided if it was available. 

For the purpose of producing this report, the project area was divided into eight 
segments based on general land use types (see Figure 1-1. below). These 
segments are described in detail beginning on page 5.  

                                                      
1 The word Uintah is spelled two different ways, depending upon the reference. Most spellings use Uintah, though 

Wasatch County and the U.S. Forest Service use the spelling Uinta, and the river by that name is the Uinta River. 
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Figure 1-1. Project Area and Project Segments 
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Segment 1: Project Start (MP 21) to Daniels Summit (MP 34). This 13-mile-
long segment passes through mostly undeveloped land in Wasatch County. Most 
land along the roadway is managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). 

Segment 2: Daniels Summit (MP 34) to the Western Duchesne City Limit 
(MP 86). This segment, which is 52 miles long, passes through mostly 
undeveloped land in Wasatch and Duchesne Counties. Most land between 
Daniels Summit and Strawberry Reservoir is managed by USFS, though there is 
some private recreational development around the reservoir. Between the eastern 
side of the reservoir and western Duchesne County, the corridor passes through 
state-owned land (wildlife management areas) and private land. Most of the land 
between the Wasatch County–Duchesne County line and the city of Duchesne is 
privately owned, with the exception of land around Starvation Reservoir, which 
is managed as a state park. 

Segment 3: Incorporated Area of Duchesne City (MPs 86 to 88). This 2-mile-
long segment in Duchesne County consists of that portion of the corridor within 
the Duchesne city limits. Development is typical of that found in rural towns. 
The land along the highway is dedicated primarily to commercial uses, though 
there is some residential and industrial development. 

Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne (MP 88) to the Western Limit of 
Roosevelt (MP 112). This 24-mile-long segment covers an area dominated by 
private and tribal land. This area supports some agricultural production and 
limited oil and gas development. The segment is entirely within Duchesne 
County. 

Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Incorporated Areas (MPs 112 to 119). This 
segment, which is 7 miles long, encompasses the area within the incorporated 
limits of the cities of Roosevelt and Ballard. The Duchesne County–Uintah 
County line marks the political division between Roosevelt and Ballard, but the 
area functions as a single, more urbanized area. Development along U.S. 40 is 
dominated by commercial uses, though there is some residential development 
interspersed along the segment. 

Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard (MP 119) to the Western Limit of Vernal 
(MP 142). This 23-mile-long segment is characterized by tribal land and private 
land in the western half and by state-owned land and land administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in the eastern half. There is some oil-and-
gas-related development along the highway, though most wells are south of 
U.S. 40 on tribal and BLM-administered land. This segment is entirely within 
Uintah County. 
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Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Incorporated Areas (MPs 142 to 149). This 7-
mile-long segment is dominated by urban development normally associated with 
rural cities. Development immediately adjacent to the highway is characterized 
by commercial and industrial development, with limited residential development 
interspersed throughout. 

Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples (MP 149) to Project End (MP 157). This 
segment, which is 8 miles long, is mostly under private ownership and is 
characterized by rural residential and agricultural development. State-owned land 
that touches the highway just west of Jensen supports some oil and gas wells. 

1.3 Document Organization 

This technical report is organized by resource topic. Each of the following 
sections summarizes the topic without extensive amounts of detail. This report 
addresses the following topics: 

• Geology and Soils 

• Hydrology and Water Resources 

• Biological Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Section 4(f) Resources 

• Hazardous Materials 
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2.0 Geology and Soils 

2.1 Geology and Topography 

2.1.1 Geology 

In general, the geologic formations along U.S. 40 are relatively simple. The 
highway starts at the edge of the Round Valley near Heber City and travels over 
Daniels Summit to and through the Uintah Basin to the end of the project near 
Jensen. This section explains the basic geologic structure of the corridor 
throughout the project area and is derived from the Utah Geological Survey 
geologic map and hazards database (Hintze 1974; UGS 2007). 

The project corridor starts in a transition area of rock that dates from the older 
Mississippian Period (in and around Heber City) to younger Quaternary rock (in 
the mountains between Heber City and Strawberry Valley). The transition area is 
defined in part by a portion of the poorly understood late Quaternary Round 
Valley fault system, which consists of northwest- to east-trending normal faults 
bounding the northeastern and southwestern margins of Round Valley. Round 
Valley is one of several “back valleys” of the Wasatch, a line of discontinuous 
valleys in the Wasatch Hinterlands east of the Wasatch Range. This fault has no 
sense of movement, and the most recent paleoevent probably occurred in the 
middle and late Quaternary period, based on range-front morphology. 

Moving east from Segment 1 to Segment 2, the geology transitions from 
Quaternary to older Tertiary in the Strawberry Valley. This area is defined by the 
Strawberry Fault system, which consists of poorly understood suspected 
Quaternary formations. The faults, which are expressed as prominent lineaments 
and escarpments in bedrock, are east-west-trending normal faults and show no 
sense of movement. Photogeologic mapping indicates that no scarps are present 
on late Quaternary deposits. This evidence, together with a fault orientation that 
appears to be at odds with the contemporary tectonic stress regime, indicates that 
the fault system should not be considered a potential source for large-magnitude 
earthquakes. The most recent paleoevent probably occurred in the Quaternary 
period, based on escarpment morphology and the presence of lineaments. 

Once the corridor enters the Strawberry Valley, it is in the Uintah Basin. The 
basin is a large, elongate, bowl-shaped structure south of the Uintah Mountains; 
the geology of the basin is dominated by Eocene rock and younger alluvium and 
colluvium formed during the Tertiary period. The structural axis of the Uintah 
Basin trends east-west and is about 10 miles north of the topographic low 
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(followed by the Duchesne River). The highway corridor follows sections of 
younger Quaternary rock that are associated with the Duchesne River between 
the cities of Duchesne and Roosevelt. Quaternary rock also occurs around Vernal 
and near the eastern terminus near the Green River. 

The corridor passes near the southern limit of an additional small fault, the 
Stinking Springs Fault, east of the Strawberry Fault system but still on the 
western edge of the basin and north of the highway. This poorly understood 
north-trending fault has no sense of movement; the most recent movement 
probably occurred in the late Quaternary period. The Duchesne–Pleasant Valley 
Fault System, which consists of poorly understood, suspected Quaternary faults, 
occurs southeast of the city of Duchesne and south of U.S. 40. 

Specific areas along U.S. 40 could exhibit instability (such as localized 
landslides) that is not discussed in this report. Though the geologic conditions 
along U.S. 40 appear to be generally stable, planning for and construction of 
individual improvement projects would require more detailed geotechnical 
investigations. 

2.1.2 Topography 

The western end of the corridor is bounded by the Wasatch Mountains, which are 
part of the Rocky Mountain physiographic province. The study corridor starts at 
about 5,900 feet above mean sea level (MSL) and travels over Daniels Summit, 
which reaches about 7,900 feet above MSL before the roadway drops to the 
Strawberry Valley and the western edge of the Uintah Basin. The center of the 
basin generally ranges between 5,000 feet and 5,500 feet above MSL (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Topographic and Engineering Center 2006). East of 
Strawberry Reservoir, elevations continue to decline and level out at about 5,500 
feet above MSL near Duchesne. The elevation of the corridor generally stays 
between about 5,100 feet and 5,300 feet above MSL between Duchesne and 
Vernal. East of Vernal, the elevation drops to about 4,700 feet to the Green 
River. 

The Uintah Basin is the northernmost extension of the Colorado Plateau 
physiographic province. The topography of the project corridor is influenced by 
two main elements: the Duchesne River south and roughly parallel to the corridor 
between Strawberry Reservoir and the city of Myton, and the Green River, which 
is perpendicular to the eastern end of the corridor near Jensen. 
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2.2 Soils 

Soil surveys from the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) were used 
to obtain information about the soils along U.S. 40; however, these surveys cover 
only part of the project corridor. The Soil Survey of Heber Valley Area, Utah – 
Parts of Wasatch and Utah Counties (USDA SCS 1976) contains information 
about soils between the western terminus of the project and about the top of 
Daniels Summit (project Segment 1). The Soil Survey of Uintah Area, Utah – 
Parts of Daggett, Grand, and Uintah Counties (NRCS 2003) includes 
information about soils between the Duchesne County–Uintah County line and 
the eastern project terminus in Jensen (project Segments 6 through 8).  

Land between Daniels Summit and the Duchesne County–Uintah County line 
was surveyed in the 1920s and 1950s, but reports of the resulting soils data are 
not available. Projects completed in this area could require supplemental studies 
(such as geotechnical studies, wetland surveys, or farmland investigations) to 
determine if special considerations related to soils would be necessary. 

Table 2-1 summarizes the available data on soil types along the corridor that are 
classified as hydric, prime farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. The 
types, or map units, are generally presented as they occur from west to east. A 
complete list of soils found along the corridor can be found in Appendix A. 
Complete List of Mapped Soils within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Corridor. 
These special-status soils are indicators of conditions that would require special 
consideration during the planning for future highway improvement projects.  

Table 2-1. Special-Status Soils along the Project Corridor 

Soil Map Unit Name (Identifier) Location and Characteristic(s) 

Holmes gravelly loam (Hr) • Along highway low in Daniels Canyon 
• Farmland of statewide importance 

Kovich loam, deep water table variant 
(Km) 

• Along Daniels Creek low in Daniels Canyon 
• Farmland of statewide importance 
• Hydric 

Clegg loam, 3–6 percent slopes (CgB) • Along highway and a tributary stream low in 
Daniels Canyon 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Clegg loam, 6–15 percent slopes (CgC) • Along highway low in Daniels Canyon 
• Farmland of statewide importance 

Fluventic Haploborolls (FA) • Along highway and Daniels Creek in Daniels 
Canyon 

• Hydric  
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Table 2-1. Special-Status Soils along the Project Corridor 

Soil Map Unit Name (Identifier) Location and Characteristic(s) 

Sessions clay loam, 5–15 percent slopes 
(SEC) 

• Along highway in Daniels Canyon 
• Hydric 

Turzo-Umbo complex, 0–4 percent slopes 
(243) 

• Ballard/Fort Duchesne and Vernal/Naples areas of 
Uintah County  

• Hydric 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Stygee clay loam, 0–1 percent slopes 
(221) 

• Ballard area, western Uintah County and east of 
Fort Duchesne 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Umbo silty clay loam, 0–2 percent slopes 
(252) 

• Ballard area, western Uintah County 
• Hydric  

Ohtog-Parohtog complex, 0–2 percent 
slopes (166) 

• Scattered locations between Duchesne County–
Uintah County line and city of Vernal 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Ohtog-Parohtog complex, 2–4 percent 
slopes (167) 

• Ballard area, western Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Shotnick-Walkup complex, 0–2 percent 
slopes (209) 

• Ballard area, western Uintah County and east of 
Fort Duchesne 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Greybull-Utaline-Badland complex, 8–50 
percent slopes (94) 

• Ballard and Naples/Jensen areas of Uintah County  
• Hydric  

Blackston loam, 0–2 percent slopes (23) • Fort Duchesne and Naples/Jensen areas of Uintah 
County 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Boreham loam, 0–2 percent slopes (27) • Fort Duchesne area, western Uintah County; 
Vernal/Naples area of Uintah County 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Blackston loam, 2–4 percent slopes (24) • Fort Duchesne and Naples areas of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Nakoy loamy fine sand, 1–5 percent 
slopes (160) 

• Fort Duchesne area, western Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Robido-Uver complex, 1–4 percent slopes 
(192) 

• Along Uinta River near Fort Duchesne 
• Hydric 

Yarts fine sandy loam, 2–4 percent slopes 
(280) 

• Along sand washes between Fort Duchesne and 
Vernal 

• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Turzo-Umbo complex, 2–4 percent slopes 
(244) 

• Vernal area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Green River loam, 0–2 percent slopes, 
rarely flooded (89) 

• Vernal/Naples area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 
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Table 2-1. Special-Status Soils along the Project Corridor 

Soil Map Unit Name (Identifier) Location and Characteristic(s) 

Shotnick sandy loam, 2–4 percent slopes 
(206) 

• Vernal/Naples area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Nolava-Nolava, wet complex, 0–2 
percent slopes (162) 

• Vernal/Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Nolava-Nolava, wet complex, 2–4 
percent slopes (163) 

• Vernal/Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Prime farmland if irrigated 

Umbo clay loam, 0–2 percent slopes 
(251) 

• Vernal/Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Wyasket loam, 0–2 percent slopes (275) • Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Wyasket loam, 2–4 percent slopes (276) • Naples/Jensen area of Uintah County 
• Hydric 

Source: NRCS 2007 
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3.0 Hydrology and Water Resources 

3.1 Hydrology 

3.1.1 Surface Water 

U.S. 40 crosses a total of 149 non-wetland water features along the 147-mile 
project corridor. The features consist of 80 intermittent streams, rivers, or 
washes; 33 perennial streams or rivers; 36 canals, ditches, or aqueducts; and the 
arm of one reservoir (Starvation Reservoir). These features, many of which are 
unnamed, are tributaries of two major systems: the Utah Lake system (USGS 
cataloging unit 16020201) on the west side of Daniels Summit and the Lower 
Green-Diamond system (USGS cataloging unit 1406001) on the east side of 
Daniels Summit (that is, the Uintah Basin). See  Appendix B. Rivers and Streams 
Crossed by U.S. 40 in the Project Corridor for a complete list of features crossed 
by U.S. 40 in the project area. Wetlands are discussed in Section 4.3.1 of this 
report. 

Water features on the west side of Daniels Summit drain to Utah Lake via the 
Provo River system. Some water is pumped from Strawberry Reservoir, which 
naturally drains to the Green River system, to Diamond Fork Creek and 
ultimately to the Spanish Fork River and Utah Lake. This pumping is part of the 
Central Utah Project system. 

Major Green River/Uintah Basin tributaries along the corridor include the 
Strawberry, Duchesne, and Uinta Rivers. The Utah State Water Plan – Uintah 
Basin Plan (Utah Division of Water Resources 1999) describes minimum in-
stream flows for these river systems. The maintenance of minimum flows is 
important for maintaining healthy aquatic ecosystems and regional quality of life. 
By far, the largest use of surface water resources in the Uintah Basin is for 
agricultural production (Utah Division of Water Resources 1999). 

Water Quality 

Surface water resources provide a number of beneficial uses to communities 
along U.S. 40. These beneficial-use categories include public water supply, 
recreation, agriculture, and fish and wildlife protection and propagation. 
Consistent with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) assesses and monitors the quality of the nation’s 
surface water resources to ensure that water resources are being managed in a 
way that protects beneficial uses. EPA oversees the monitoring and 
documentation of water bodies that it has identified as “impaired” by pollutants 
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with the intent of improving water quality (that is, removing the impairment). 
The State of Utah also defines beneficial uses for many water bodies and assesses 
and monitors water bodies that are impaired with respect to their beneficial uses. 

About 27% of the rivers and streams in Utah that have assigned beneficial uses, 
and 31% of the ponds, lakes, and reservoirs in Utah that have assigned beneficial 
uses, are identified as impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. 
Table 3-1 lists the impaired water bodies that have been inventoried and that 
occur along or cross the U.S. 40 corridor. 

Table 3-1. Impaired Water Bodies along U.S. 40 

Water Body Location Impairment County 

Segment 1    

None – – – 

Segment 2    

Strawberry 
Reservoir 

Strawberry Valley Organic enrichment, low 
dissolved oxygen 

Wasatch 

Starvation 
Reservoir 

Just west of Duchesne Organic enrichment, low 
dissolved oxygen 

Duchesne 

Segment 3    

None – – – 

Segment 4    

Antelope Creek Near Bridgeland Salinity, total dissolved solids 
(TDS), chlorides 

Duchesne 

Duchesne River Near Myton Salinity, TDS, chlorides Duchesne 

Segment 5    

Dry Gulch Creek 
and tributaries 

Near Roosevelt Salinity, TDS, chlorides Duchesne 

Segment 6    

Dry Gulch Creek 
and tributaries 

Near Ballard and Fort 
Duchesne 

Salinity, TDS, chlorides Uintah 

Uinta River Near Fort Duchesne Salinity, TDS, chlorides; 
habitat alterations 

Uintah 

Segment 7    

None – – – 

Segment 8    

Ashley Creek Between Naples and 
Jensen 

Salinity, TDS, chlorides; metals Uintah 

Source: EPA 2004 
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There are a number of potential pollution sources along the U.S. 40 corridor. 
These include but are not limited to agricultural activities, mining, and urban 
runoff. Any roadway improvements in the vicinity of impaired water bodies 
would need to be carefully designed to ensure that they would not further 
degrade the quality of any impaired water body. For example, modifications to 
roadway drainage near a water body that is listed as impaired by organic 
enrichment would need to be designed so that the new system would not increase 
the amount of organic material transported to the water body. 

Floodplains 

Floodplains are land areas adjacent to rivers and streams that are at risk of 
periodic flooding. Flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) produced by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) define the federally regulated 
boundaries of floodplains along rivers and streams. The FIRMs are part of 
FEMA’s regulating authority under the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. Some state and local governments 
also conduct mapping, but typically local jurisdictions rely on floodplain 
information provided by FEMA. 

Not all rivers and streams have been mapped by FEMA. For the U.S. 40 corridor, 
FEMA has produced FIRMs for most areas of Wasatch and Uintah Counties and 
for the cities of Duchesne and Myton in Duchesne County. The FIRMs do not 
provide floodplain information for tribal land or for USFS land. 

Table 3-2 below lists the FEMA Zone A floodplains that occur along or that 
cross U.S. 40 within the study area. Zone A floodplains are those areas that are 
likely to be inundated by a 100-year flood (one that has a 1% chance of occurring 
in any given year). 
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Table 3-2. Zone A Floodplains along U.S. 40 

River or Creek Approximate Milepost(s) County 

Segment 1   

Daniels Creek 21–26 
(USFS boundary) 

Wasatch 

Segment 2   

Strawberry River 36.5 Wasatch 
Co-Op Creek 40–41 Wasatch 
Cow Creek 45 Wasatch 
Soldier Creek 50.5 Wasatch 
Deep Creek 57–59a Wasatch 
Currant Creek 58–59a Wasatch 

Segment 3 b   

Duchesne River 87 Duchesne 

Segment 4   

Duchesne River 105 Duchesne 

Segment 5   

None – – 

Segment 6   

Montes Creek 119 Uintah 
Uinta River 122 Uintah 
Sand Wash 130 Uintah 
Halfway Hollow Creek 131 Uintah 
Twelvemile Wash 134–138 Uintah 

Segment 7   

Steinaker Service Canal 143 Uintah 
Ashley Central Canal 143 Uintah 
Ashley Canal 147 Uintah 

Segment 8   

Tributary to Ashley Creek 149 Uintah 
Tributary to Ashley Creek 151 Uintah 
Tributary to Ashley Creek 154 Uintah 
Ashley Creek 154 Uintah 

Sources: FEMA 1977, 1983, 1988a, 1988b 
a Mapped to Wasatch County–Duchesne County line only. 
b FEMA has not mapped Starvation Reservoir, which crosses U.S. 40 

at about MP 82. 
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Any roadway projects in the vicinity of mapped floodplains would need to be 
designed so that the floodplain is not altered in a way that would adversely affect 
the capacity of the river or stream, significantly alter floodplain hydraulics, or 
result in other adverse downstream impacts. 

3.1.2 Groundwater 

Groundwater hydrology has been extensively studied in the Uintah Basin. EPA 
describes the groundwater hydrology as controlled primarily by the region’s 
geologic structure, with permeability variations resulting from differences of 
lithology and facies (rocks distinguished from others by appearance or 
composition) as well as widespread faulting and fracturing of the rocks (EPA 
2004). 

Most of the project area overlies the Uinta-Animas Aquifer, a unit of the greater 
Colorado Basin Aquifer system. The Uinta-Animas Aquifer is further divided 
into three sub-basins: the Uinta Basin, the Piceance Basin, and the San Juan 
Basin. The project area overlies the Uinta Basin sub-basin. 

According to Robson and Banta (1995): 

Ground-water recharge to the Uinta-Animas aquifer generally occurs in the 
areas of higher altitude along the margins of each basin. Ground water is 
discharged mainly to streams, springs, and by transpiration from vegetation 
growing along stream valleys. 

In the Uinta Basin, the part of the aquifer in the Duchesne River and Uinta 
Formations has about 200,000 acre-feet per year of recharge. The rate of 
ground-water withdrawal is small, and natural discharge is approximately equal 
to recharge. 

Dissolved-solids concentrations in water in the Uinta-Animas aquifer in the 
Uinta Basin generally range from 500 to 3,000 milligrams per liter; 
concentrations can exceed 10,000 milligrams per liter in some of the deeper 
parts of the Uinta Formation. Smaller dissolved-solids concentrations are 
prevalent near recharge areas where the water usually is a calcium or 
magnesium bicarbonate type. Larger dissolved-solids concentrations are more 
common near discharge areas where the water generally is a sodium bicarbonate 
or sulfate type. 

Groundwater recharge is divided between infiltration of precipitation (95.2%), 
infiltration of irrigation water (3.2%), and return flow from wells and springs 
(1.6%). About 80% of the groundwater recharge in the Uintah Basin takes place 
in the basin’s northern half, primarily because more water, particularly in the 
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form of precipitation, is available to enhance the recharge in the Uinta Mountains 
than what is available to the much lower upland areas at the southern edge of the 
basin (Utah Division of Water Resources 1999). U.S. 40’s location in the center 
of the Uintah Basin and out of the Uinta Mountains places it in an area that 
probably contributes to some groundwater recharge (especially in irrigated areas) 
but not a substantial amount. 
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4.0 Biological Resources 

4.1 General Description of Existing Conditions 

The project corridor passes through a number of habitat types. Vegetation along 
Segment 1, which travels through Daniels Canyon, includes by sagebrush/grass, 
mountain brush, aspen, Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, white fir, spruce/fir, and forb 
(non-grass) communities. Big-game species that inhabit the area include elk, 
moose, black bear, cougar, and mule deer. Small mammals include cottontail 
rabbit and snowshoe hare. Two species of forest grouse use the area, and the 
federally listed whooping crane migrates through the area (USFS 2001). 

The remainder of the corridor (Segments 2 through 8) passes through the center 
of the Uintah Basin. Major vegetation types in this basin include pinyon-juniper 
woodland, salt desert scrub, desert shrub, agriculture, and disturbed habitats. 

The Uintah Basin is dominated by wildlife species typical of high, cold deserts. 
Mammals include white-tailed prairie dog, black-tailed jackrabbit, coyote, 
beaver, red fox, porcupine, spotted skunk, and Townsend’s big-eared bat (USFS 
1994). It is year-round range for deer and antelope and winter range for elk. Birds 
include waterfowl, wintering bald eagles, and an introduced population of Rio 
Grande turkeys along the Green River and its associated wetlands. Sandhill 
cranes and an occasional whooping crane are present during migration. The 
Green and Duchense Rivers are important corridors for many neotropical 
migratory birds. The dominant desert shrub habitat is used by burrowing owls, 
short-eared owls, ferruginous hawks, sage sparrows, lark sparrows, western 
meadowlarks, loggerhead shrikes, horned larks, and occasional irruptions 
(sudden population increases) of lark buntings. Golden eagles nest throughout the 
region. Reptiles that inhabit the Uintah Basin include the faded pygmy 
rattlesnake, striped whipsnake, and Woodhouse’s toad. 

4.2 Available Information 

State and federally maintained species lists often provide a starting point for 
identifying special-status species that might be present in a project area. 
Additionally, existing resource survey data also provide information about 
sensitive resources and habitats that might be present in a project area. Much of 
the U.S. 40 project area has recently been surveyed for biological resources by 
USFS and BLM. The following sections summarize the existing, readily 
available information about the U.S. 40 corridor. 
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Species Lists 

There are a total of 58 species listed by the federal or state governments as 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive in Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties. 
This list includes all special-status species known to be present in the entire 
three-county area and might not reflect the species that are present in the much 
smaller U.S. 40 project corridor. Of these 58 species, there are 16 birds, 10 fish, 
10 mammals, four reptiles and amphibians, one mollusk, and 17 plants (see 
Appendix C. Federal and State Listed Sensitive Species for Counties along U.S. 
40 in the Project Corridor). Forty-one of these 58 species are State of Utah or 
BLM sensitive species (wildlife species of concern, conservation agreement 
species, and BLM sensitive plant species), and 17 of these species are listed 
under the federal Endangered Species Act as threatened or endangered: 

• Birds: southwestern willow flycatcher, Mexican spotted owl, whooping 
crane, and yellow-billed cuckoo 

• Fish: bonytail, Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, and razorback 
sucker 

• Mammals: black-footed ferret, brown (grizzly) bear, Canada lynx, and 
gray wolf 

• Plants: Barneby ridge-cress, clay reed-mustard, shrubby reed-mustard, 
and Uinta Basin hookless cactus 

Recent Documentation 

Existing conditions along some of the corridor have been recently documented 
through the planning processes of USFS and BLM. The information available 
from these agencies could be used to supplement future project-level analyses for 
biological resources along U.S. 40. 

The Uinta National Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (USFS 
2003) includes information about USFS land between and including Daniels 
Canyon and Strawberry Reservoir. The document includes information about the 
following resources: 

• Forested vegetation 
• Non-forested vegetation 
• Aquatics 
• Terrestrial wildlife 
• Threatened, endangered, and sensitive species 
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Conditions on BLM-administered land between Roosevelt and the project’s 
eastern terminus are summarized in the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Vernal Resource Management Plan (BLM 2005). According to that 
document, BLM has the following information about resources in the agency-
designated Vernal Planning Area, which includes a portion of the U.S. 40 corridor: 

• Preliminary inventory of riparian and wetland resources 
• Sensitive species 
• Vegetation communities 
• Noxious weeds 
• Wild horse populations 
• Terrestrial wildlife 

4.3 Windshield Survey 

On March 13 and 14, 2007, HDR biologists conducted a “windshield” (drive-
through) survey of the U.S. 40 study area in order to identify (at a coarse level) 
sensitive resources that could be affected by or have implications on roadway 
improvement projects along U.S. 40. The findings of this survey are detailed in 
the Natural Resources Windshield Survey Memo contained in the project files. 
The following sections summarize the survey results. 

4.3.1 Wetlands 

The windshield survey did not include formal delineations of wetlands or other 
waters of the United States. The following assessment is based on observations 
by a qualified biologist. 

Daniels Canyon (MP 24–34) is a narrow riparian canyon whose primary feature 
is Daniels Creek as it flows west from Daniels Pass. From Daniels Pass east to 
Strawberry Reservoir (MP 35–45), the area is dominated by the Strawberry River 
and the wetland complexes associated with this basin. Wetlands are scattered 
along the highway between Strawberry Reservoir and Duchesne (MPs 45–85); 
the wetlands observed were at about MPs 50, 60, and 85. Two main stretches of 
highway west of Duchesne had several wetland complexes: between Antelope 
Creek and Myton (MPs 96–106) and west of Vernal (MPs 145–155). The area 
between Antelope Creek and Myton is primarily characterized by wet meadow 
complexes, saline meadows, and wetlands associated with drainages that cross 
under the highway. Between Myton and the end of the project (MP 157) near 
Jensen, the wetlands are primarily emergent marshes and wetlands associated 
with drainages, with a few small wet meadows. 
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4.3.2 Use of the Corridor by Deer and Elk 

This information was collected via the windshield survey and supplemented 
using UDOT’s 2005 strike data for large mammals. 

If the number of wildlife strikes along a given segment of highway is 
proportional to the number of animals that cross the highway at that segment, 
then UDOT’s 2005 strike data would indicate the numbers of animals that cross 
U.S. 40 at any given area. Using this assumption, Figure 4-1. Natural Resource 
Considerations, below shows that wildlife cross U.S. 40 consistently from the 
beginning of the project (MP 21) through about Roosevelt (MP 115).  

The windshield survey found one area that appears to be a frequently used deer 
and elk migration corridor: between Duchesne and Bridgeland (MPs 86–96). 
This area is bounded by Indian Canyon to the west, Antelope Creek to the east, 
and wooded foothills on the south side of the highway. On the north side of the 
highway are irrigated agricultural fields and the Duchesne River drainage basin. 
According to UDOT, this area of U.S. 40 has the greatest number of wildlife 
strikes.  

Other areas that are likely frequently crossed by wildlife are the narrow Daniels 
Canyon (MPs 21–35), the Strawberry Valley (MP 35–55), and around major 
water crossings such as Currant Creek (MPs 55–60) and Starvation Reservoir 
(MPs 75–85). 
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4.3.3 Plant and Wildlife Species or Habitats of Concern 

The species and habitats of concern that were identified during the windshield 
survey include raptor nesting or foraging habitat, prairie dog towns (which 
indicate the possibility of burrowing owls and black-footed ferrets), and known 
occupied Ute ladies’-tresses habitat. 

The area between Roosevelt and near Vernal (MPs 110–140) has numerous 
active prairie dog towns. Due to the presence of prairie dogs, the associated 
potential for burrowing owls and black footed-ferrets would need to be 
investigated to determine the impacts to these species from any U.S. 40 roadway 
improvement projects.  

This same segment of the corridor also has the best cliff habitat for nesting 
raptors. Most raptors have a one-half-mile range around their nest site. This area 
might need to be protected from noise and construction impacts if construction 
occurs during the nesting season. No other habitat for species of concern was 
observed along the corridor.  

A few plant species of concern are known to be present in the Uintah Basin. 
However, the windshield survey did not find any habitat along the U.S. 40 
corridor that met these species’ specific soil and elevation requirements. As with 
any project, county lists of protected species are available, and all species on the 
relevant lists would need to be addressed during subsequent analyses under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or consultation processes with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

Ute ladies’-tresses, a terrestrial orchid, is known to occur south of U.S. 40 in the 
Uintah Basin near Currant Creek. This species is known to grow along the banks 
of the creek, including near the creek’s crossing of U.S. 40. Other drainages that 
cross U.S. 40 could provide Ute ladies’-tresses habitat, but to date, no plants have 
been observed near U.S. 40. 
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5.0 Cultural Resources 

A May 2007 review of recorded cultural resource site records that are filed at the 
Utah Office of State History found that several cultural resource surveys have 
been done along the U.S. 40 corridor, but that large stretches have still not been 
evaluated for cultural resources (previous surveys include Bernard 2000; Billat 
2003; Billat and Baker 1989; Crosland 2001, 2002; Hutmacher 2003; Polk 1992; 
and Polk and Weymouth 1993). An important consideration for future highway 
improvements in the U.S. 40 corridor study area will be the potential effect on 
cultural resources. The cultural overview presented in Appendix D. Summary of 
Cultural Resources along the U.S. 40 Project Corridor provides a context for 
understanding the types of archaeological and historic sites that could be 
encountered along the corridor. 

The U.S. 40 study area extends across a vast portion of the Uintah Basin that is 
rich in prehistoric and historic cultural resources. Future improvement projects 
along the corridor are likely to encounter a variety of prehistoric and historic 
archaeological sites dating from a broad range of time periods. The Uintah Basin 
is within the traditional rangelands of several Native American tribes, and 
traditional cultural properties could also be encountered. In addition, U.S. 40 
passes through several small communities (such as Fruitland, Bridgeland, and 
Myton) and larger towns (such as Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Vernal) where 
historic commercial buildings and houses can be found close to the highway. 
Other historic structures include bridges, culverts, irrigation canals, and U.S. 40 
itself as the historic Victory Highway, which would also need to be considered 
during future planning efforts. Detailed information about these prehistoric and 
historic resources is included in Appendix D. Summary of Cultural Resources 
along the U.S. 40 Project Corridor. 
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6.0 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources 

6.1 Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 requires that 
any actions funded or carried out by agencies of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation must be evaluated for their potential effects to significant publicly 
owned public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges and any 
land from a historic site of national, state, or local significance (49 United States 
Code [U.S.C.] 303). Because UDOT might complete projects on U.S. 40 in 
partnership with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and/or the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the presence of potential Section 4(f) 
properties is an important factor. Projects without the involvement of FHWA or 
FTA would not be subject to the provisions of Section 4(f). 

The NEPA regulations for FHWA or FTA projects that occur near or could 
potentially affect any Section 4(f) resource require a detailed Section 4(f) 
analysis. Table 6-1 lists some of the potential Section 4(f) resources along the 
corridor. Other resources, such as historic properties, would have to be 
determined on a case-by-case basis as projects are identified and carried forward 
into the phase of NEPA that requires environmental documentation.  

Table 6-1. Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources along the Project Corridor 

Resource Owner/Administrator Address or Location City/Place 
Type of 
Resource 

Wasatch County 

Whiskey Springs Picnic 
Area 

USFS About MP 25.2 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Dry Canyon trailhead USFS About MP 26.4 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Clegg Canyon trailhead USFS About MP 27.5 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Center Canyon trailhead USFS About MP 30.4 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Lodgepole Campground USFS About MP 33.7, 
west of highway 

East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Daniels Summit trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 34.4, 
at Daniels Summit 

East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Telephone Hollow 
trailhead and recreation 
access parking area 

USFS About MP 35.7  East of Heber City 4(f) only 
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Table 6-1. Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources along the Project Corridor 

Resource Owner/Administrator Address or Location City/Place 
Type of 
Resource 

Quarry trailhead and 
recreation access parking 
area 

USFS About MP 36.4 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Strawberry River trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 37 East of Heber City 4(f) only 

Strawberry visitor center USFS About MP 40.3, 
south of highway  

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Coop Creek trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 41.6, 
north of highway 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Chicken Creek east 
parking and fishing 
access 

USFS About MP 42.6, south 
of highway on lake 
shore 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Ladders parking and 
fishing access 

USFS About MP 45.3, west of 
highway on lake shore 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Sage Creek day use area USFS About MP 47.5, south 
of highway 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Soldier Creek trailhead 
and recreation access 
parking area 

USFS About MP 50, south of 
highway on lake shore 

Strawberry Reservoir 4(f) only 

Duchesne County 

Currant Creek Wildlife 
Management Area 

Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources 

About MP 58–59 Near Fruitland 4(f) only 

Starvation State Park Utah State Parks About MP 81  Duchesne 4(f) only 

Duchesne Park and Pool 
Complex 

Duchesne City 100 W. Main Street, 
Duchesne 

Duchesne 4(f) and 6(f) 

Myton City Park Myton City About MP 105 Myton 4(f) and 6(f) 

Roosevelt Regional Park Roosevelt City About MP 116 Duchesne 4(f) and 6(f) 

Uintah County 

Ballard Park Ballard City/Uintah 
Recreation District 

About MP 116.5, north 
of highway 

Ballard 4(f) only 

Cobble Rock Park Vernal City/Uintah 
Recreation District 

About MP 144.3, south 
of highway 

Vernal 4(f) and 
possibly 6(f) 

Kiwanis Park Uintah Recreation District About MP 144.4, north 
of highway 

Vernal 4(f) only 

Sources: USFS 2007; DWR 2002; Duchesne County School District 2007; Uintah Recreation District 2007; Uintah 
County School District 2007 
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6.2 Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 

State and local governments often obtain grants to acquire or make 
improvements to parks and recreation areas through the federal Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. Sections 4601-4 through 4601-11, 
September 3, 1964, as amended). Section 6(f) of the act prohibits the conversion 
of property acquired or developed with these grants to a non-recreational use 
without the approval of the U.S. Department of the Interior’s National Park 
Service. Section 6(f) directs the Department of the Interior to ensure that 
replacement lands of equal (monetary) value, location, and usefulness are 
provided as conditions to such conversions. Parks that have received funding 
under Section 6(f) are listed in Table 6-1. Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources along 
the Project Corridor above. 
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7.0 Hazardous Materials 

EPA and the State of Utah maintain several searchable databases of hazardous 
waste sites. This report includes information from the following databases: 

• EPA EnviroFacts databases: RCRAInfo, Superfund National Priorities 
List, and Brownfields Properties (RCRA is the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act) 

• National Response Center: the federal clearinghouse for oil and chemical 
spill reports; releases to land only 

• Utah Division of Environmental Response and Remediation (DERR): 
leaking underground storage tanks 

7.1 Reported Sites and Spills 

According to the RCRAInfo database, there are three hazardous waste handlers 
in Uintah and Duchesne Counties near the project corridor. Table 7-1 
summarizes the type and location of these handlers.  

Table 7-1. Hazardous Waste Handlers along the Project Corridor 

Handler Type of Material(s) Address City County 

GWEC–Bluebell Gas 
Plant 

Crude petroleum and 
natural gas extraction 
and natural gas liquid 
extraction 

108 North 200 East 
(about MP 114.5, 
southeast of highway) 

Roosevelt Duchesne 

Pennzoil Company Petroleum refinery 
(permitted large-
quantity generators) 

West Highway 40 (about 
MP 117, about 1.5 miles 
west of the city) 

Roosevelt Duchesne 

Dowell Schlumberger 
Western Water 

Support activities for 
oil and gas operations 

1170 E. Main Street 
(about MP 145.2, east of 
highway) 

Vernal Uintah 

Source: EPA 2007a 

This table includes only handlers/generators as reported through RCRAInfo and those identified as large-
quantity generators on the EPA handlers list. The table does not include all permitted small-quantity waste 
generators/handlers, of which there are many along the corridor; that information is available from EPA at 
www.epa.gov. 

The RCRA Corrective Action database includes a listing for the Pennzoil Facility 
on West Highway 40 in Roosevelt. There are no Superfund or Brownfields sites 
along the corridor (EPA 2007b). 
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The federal National Response Center is the clearinghouse for spill reporting 
nationwide. There are 23 documented spills of hazardous materials to land along 
the corridor. A detailed list of these spills is provided in Appendix E. National 
Response Center Spills to Land Listings for the Project Corridor. Future project-
level environmental analysis would consider the location, nature, and status of 
these spills in greater detail. 

The Utah DERR compiles information on underground storage tanks. There are 
numerous records for leaking underground storage tanks along the corridor. The 
locations of these tanks, as well as those that have been closed, are listed in 
Appendix F. Leaking Underground Storage Tank Locations along the Project 
Corridor. 
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8.0 Summary of Environmental Considerations and 
Potential Constraints 

The information in this report identifies environmental conditions that must be 
considered when planning for, analyzing, and designing projects along the U.S 
40 corridor. In summary, the most noteworthy considerations and constraints are 
as follows: 

• Geology and Soils 

o Geology. Localized unstable conditions could occur along U.S. 40, 
but these conditions are not documented in readily available 
literature. For this reason, project-specific studies could be required 
in areas that exhibit instability. 

o Soils. Soils that indicate the presence of wetlands and that are used to 
classify special agricultural soils could require special consideration. 
The presence of these soils could indicate an area that could be 
subject to state and/or federal regulation. 

• Hydrology and Water Resources 

o Surface Water Resources. Project planning and construction must 
consider potential project-related effects (such as stream alteration) 
to state and federally regulated streams, rivers, ponds, and lakes 
along the project corridor. 

o Water Quality. Project planning and construction must consider the 
potential effects on water quality, especially to the eight systems 
identified as impaired under the Clean Water Act. 

o Floodplains. Any construction in or near the mapped or identified 
100-year floodplains along the project corridor might need to be 
evaluated for potential construction-related effects to hydrology. 

o Groundwater. Any construction should consider potential water-
quality effects resulting from recharge of localized groundwater 
sources. 

• Wetlands 

o If the project is near or will directly affect wetlands and waters of the 
United States, the project could require permitting under the Clean 
Water Act. 
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o Both the EPA and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have a 
“no net loss” wetland policy. If regulated wetlands are affected and 
compensatory mitigation is required as a result, UDOT will need to 
develop and implement a mitigation plan. If the total amount of 
potential wetland impacts resulting from projects in the U.S. 40 
corridor is such that completing required wetland mitigation 
becomes a challenge, UDOT should consider establishing a wetland 
mitigation bank in the Uintah Basin. UDOT could work 
cooperatively with other agencies to establish and operate the bank, 
which would allow other agencies to use the bank as well. 

• Special-Status Species 

o Construction Considerations. Before construction of each project, 
UDOT should consult state and county lists of special status species 
that could occur near the project and identify any required surveys. If 
special-status species are found, project planning and construction 
could require special consideration in order to ensure adequate 
protection of the species. 

o Ute Ladies’-Tresses. Work in the vicinity of known Ute ladies’ -
tresses populations or in or near potential habitat would require 
preconstruction surveys and, potentially, special considerations 
during project planning and construction. 

• Fish and Wildlife 

o Active Prairie Dog Towns. Work near, or that would directly affect, 
prairie dog towns (which can also provide habitat for burrowing owls 
and black-footed ferrets) would require preconstruction surveys and, 
potentially, special considerations during project planning and 
construction. 

o Nesting Raptors. Construction areas near active raptor nests might 
need to be protected against noise and construction impacts during 
the nesting season. 

o Deer and Elk. Projects in areas that are used by deer and elk should 
be evaluated for potential impacts on habitat connectivity and 
migration patterns. Planning for projects in areas where deer and elk 
movement conflicts with highway travel (that is, in areas where 
wildlife strikes are high) should consider cost-effective means to 
reduce vehicle and deer/elk collisions. 
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• Cultural Resources 

o Future improvement projects along the highway corridor are likely to 
encounter a variety of prehistoric and historic archaeological sites 
dating from a broad range of time periods. Future planning efforts 
would also need to consider sites supporting and resources related to 
the traditional rangelands of Native American tribes and traditional 
cultural properties; historic commercial buildings and residences; 
and historic structures such as bridges, culverts, irrigation canals, and 
U.S. 40 itself as the historic Victory Highway. 

• Section 4(f) Resources 

o If future projects have FHWA or FTA involvement, project planning 
will need to consider effects to Section 4(f) resources. 

• Hazardous Materials 

o Planning for projects near known or suspected hazardous materials 
sites would need to consider effects to or resulting from proximity to 
the sites. 
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10.0 Appendices 

Appendix A. Complete List of Mapped Soils within One-Quarter 
Mile of the Project Corridor 

Identifier Soil Series Name Notable Characteristicsa 

102 Hideout-Badland-Rock outcrop complex, 2 to 8 percent 
slopes 

 

106 Homko loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

12 Badland-Rock outcrop complex, 1 to 100 percent slopes  

125 Lambsen loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

131 Lind loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

132 Lind loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

137 Mikim loam, 3 to 15 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

141 Milok fine sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

142 Milok-Montwel-Badland association, 3 to 25 percent 
slopes 

AASHTO A-7-6 

144 Montwel clay loam, 4 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-6 

145 Montwel very cobbly clay loam, 15 to 50 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-6 

147 Montwel-Hideout complex, 2 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

148 Montwel-Honlu-Rock outcrop complex, 25 to 90 percent 
slopes 

 

160 Nakoy loamy fine sand, 1 to 5 percent slopes Prime Farmland if Irrigated 
AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

162 Nolava-Nolava, wet complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime Farmland if Irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 

163 Nolava-Nolava, wet complex, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime Farmland if Irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 

164 Nolava loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

166 Ohtog-Parohtog complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime Farmland if Irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 or A-6 

167 Ohtog-Parohtog complex, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime Farmland if Irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 or A-6 

169 Paradox loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 or A-6 

174 Pariette loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

176 Parohtog loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

181 Pits, gravel AASHTO A-1 

182 Pits-Dumps complex AASHTO A-2 or A-1 

184 Polychrome-Paradox association, 8 to 40 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 or A-6 
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Identifier Soil Series Name Notable Characteristicsa 

188 Riemod loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

189 Riemod loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

19 Begay sandy loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

192 Robido-Uver complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Hydric 
AASHTO A-4 or A-1 

193 Rock outcrop  

2 Abracon loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

20 Begay-Hideout-Rock outcrop complex, 2 to 15 percent 
slopes 

 

205 Shotnick loamy sand, 0 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 

206 Shotnick sandy loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

207 Shotnick sandy loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

209 Shotnick-Walkup complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

213 Solirec-Abracon-Begay complex, 2 to 15 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

217 Splimo very cobbly loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

218 Splimo very gravelly loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes, 
extremely flaggy 

AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

220 Splimo-Clapper complex, 25 to 50 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

221 Stygee clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-6 

223 Stygee silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes AASHTO A-4, A-6, or A-7 

224 Sugun clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes AASHTO A-6 

225 Sugun sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

226 Sugun sandy loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

23 Blackston loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 

24 Blackston loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 

240 Turzo clay loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-6 

242 Turzo loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

243 Turzo-Umbo complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
Hydric 
AASHTO A-6 

244 Turzo-Umbo complex, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-6 

248 Uffens loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

25 Blackston loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 
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Identifier Soil Series Name Notable Characteristicsa 

251 Umbo clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Hydric 
AASHTO A-6 

252 Umbo silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Hydric 
AASHTO A-4, A-6, or A-7 

253 Utaline very gravelly sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes AASHTO A-1 or A-2 

254 Utaline very gravelly sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-1 or A-2 

255 Utaline very gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-1 or A-2 

27 Boreham loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 

275 Wyasket loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Hydric 
AASHTO A-4 

276 Wyasket loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes Hydric 
AASHTO A-4 

277 Wyasket peat, 0 to 2 percent slopes, ponded AASHTO A-8 

28 Braf-Rock outcrop complex, 2 to 15 percent slopes  

280 Yarts fine sandy loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 

285 Water  

43 Clapper complex, 25 to 50 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

44 Clapper gravelly loam, 2 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

45 Clapper gravelly loam-Badland-Rock outcrop complex, 
25 to 50 percent slopes 

 

52 Clapper-Montwel complex, 2 to 50 percent slopes AASHTO A-1, A-1, or A-4 

53 Cliff sandy loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

61 Crib loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

65 Denco silty clay loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-4, A-6, or A-7 

71 Firstgap loam, 2 to 20 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

74 Gerst parachannery loam, 4 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

77 Gerst-Rock outcrop complex, 4 to 40 percent slopes  

89 Green River loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, rarely flooded Hydric 
AASHTO A-4 

91 Greybull clay loam, 4 to 20 percent slopes AASHTO A-6 

93 Greybull loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

94 Greybull-Utaline-Badland complex, 8 to 50 percent 
slopes 

Hydric 
AASHTO A-7-6 

95 Hanksville silty clay loam, 2 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-6 or A-7 

BGE Bezzant very cobbly loam, 15 to 45 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

BKF Bradshaw very cobbly very fine sandy loam, 40 to 60 
percent slopes 

AASHTO A-1 
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Identifier Soil Series Name Notable Characteristicsa 

BWF Burgi gravelly loam, 40 to 60 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

CgB Clegg loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes Prime Farmland if irrigated 
AASHTO A-4 or A-6 

CgC Clegg loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of Statewide Importance 
AASHTO A-4 or A-6 

COF Cluff-Daybell association, very steep AASHTO A-4 or A-7 

CPD Cluff soils, 15 to 25 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 or A-7 

CPF Cluff soils, 40 to 60 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 or A-7 

DAF Daybell-Fitzgerald association, very steep AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

DBF Daybell soils, 40 to 65 percent slopes AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

DWC Deer Creek-Watkins Ridge complex, 6 to 15 percent 
slopes 

AASHTO A-6 or A-7 

FA Fluventic Haploborolls Hydric 

GMF Gappmayer very cobbly fine sandy loam, 40 to 65 
percent slopes 

AASHTO A-2 or A-4 

HeA Henefer silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 

HHF Henefer-Wallsburg association, very steep AASHTO A-6 

HJC Henefer soils, 6 to 10 percent slopes AASHTO A-4 or A-7 

Hr Holmes gravelly loam Farmland of Statewide Importance 
AASHTO A-2 

Km Kovich loam, deep water table variant Farmland of Statewide Importance 
Hydric 
AASHTO A-6 

RO Rock land  

RRD Roundy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes High shrink-swell potential 31-48” below surface 
AASHTO A-4 

RRE Roundy loam, 25 to 40 percent slopes High shrink-swell potential 31-48” below surface 
AASHTO A-4 

RRF Roundy loam, 40 to 60 percent slopes High shrink-swell potential 31-48” below surface 
AASHTO A-4 

RSC Roundy-Cluff association, moderately steep AASHTO A-4 

RSD Roundy-Cluff association, hilly AASHTO A-4 

RUF Roundy-Daybell association, very steep AASHTO A-4 

SEC Sessions clay loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes Hydric 
AASHTO A-6 

WBF Wallsburg-Rock outcrop complex, 20 to 60 percent 
slopes 
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Identifier Soil Series Name Notable Characteristicsa 

Sources: USDA and NRCS 2003; USDA SCS 1976 
a The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) system classifies soils according to 

those properties that affect roadway construction and maintenance. In this system, the fraction of a mineral soil that is 
less than 3 inches in diameter is classified in one of seven groups from A-1 through A-7 on the basis of particle-size 
distribution, liquid limit, and plasticity index. Soils in group A-1 are coarse grained and low in content of fines (silt and 
clay). At the other extreme, soils in group A-7 are fine grained. Highly organic soils are classified in group A-8 on the 
basis of visual inspection. 
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Appendix B. Rivers and Streams Crossed by U.S. 40 in the Project 
Corridor 

MP Stream Name Stream Type 

Segment 1 

22.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

27.5  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

28.0 Daniels Creek Perennial stream or river 

28.2 Daniels Creek Perennial stream or river 

28.4 Daniels Creek Perennial stream or river 

28.6 Daniels Creek Perennial stream or river 

29.6 Daniels Creek Perennial stream or river 

29.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

29.7 Daniels Creek Perennial stream or river 

30.7  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

31.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

Segment 2 

36.5 Strawberry River Perennial stream or river 

37.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

39.9 Little Co-Op Creek Perennial stream or river 

40.3  Perennial stream or river 

40.5 Co-Op Creek Perennial stream or river 

40.8  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

41.3  Perennial stream or river 

41.8 Chicken Creek Perennial stream or river 

43.7  Perennial stream or river 

44.1 Trout Creek Perennial stream or river 

45.0  Perennial stream or river 

45.5  Perennial stream or river 

47.1 Sage Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

50.3 Soldier Creek Perennial stream or river 

51.6 Deep Creek Perennial stream or river 

52.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

53.9 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

54.3 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 
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MP Stream Name Stream Type 

54.4 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

54.4 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

54.6 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

54.7 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

54.9 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

55.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

55.0 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

55.7 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

55.8 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

55.9 Deep Creek Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

56.0 Deep Creek Perennial stream or river 

56.2 Deep Creek Perennial stream or river 

56.3 Deep Creek Perennial stream or river 

57.9 Deep Creek Perennial stream or river 

58.0 Currant Creek Perennial stream or river 

60.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

65.0 Red Creek Perennial stream or river 

65.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

66.4 Sand Wash Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

68.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

68.9  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

69.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

71.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

71.9  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

72.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

73.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

76.2  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

80.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

81.1 Starvation Reservoir Reservoir 

82.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

82.7  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

82.7  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

83.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

84.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

84.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

84.5  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 
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MP Stream Name Stream Type 

85.5  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

85.7 Strawberry River Perennial stream or river 

Segment 3 

87.3 Strawberry River Perennial stream or river 

Segment 4 

89.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

91.5  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

92.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

93.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

94.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

95.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

95.7 Gray Mountain Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

96.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

97.3 Antelope Creek Perennial stream or river 

97.6  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

98.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

98.9  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

99.2  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

100.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

100.8  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

102.0  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

102.5  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

103.6  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

104.1  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

104.7 Myton Townsite Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

104.8  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

105.1  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

105.2  Perennial canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

105.4 Duchesne River Perennial stream or river 

106.4 Dry Gulch Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

107.7 South Lateral C Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

108.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

108.7 North Lateral C Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

109.5 Sheehan Lateral Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

110.6 Dry Gulch Creek Perennial stream or river 
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MP Stream Name Stream Type 

111.4  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

Segment 5 

112.5  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

112.7  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

112.7 Hancock Lateral Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

113.9  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

114.7 Cottonwood Creek Perennial stream or river 

116.0  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

116.3 Pickup Wash Lateral Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

117.7  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

Segment 6 

118.5 Harding Lateral Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

118.8 Montes Creek Perennial stream or river 

119.4 Bench Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

120.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

121.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

121.7 Uinta River Perennial stream or river 

125.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

125.5 Ouray Park Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

126.0 Moffat Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

126.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

127.9  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

128.1 Ouray Valley Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

129.6 Sand Wash Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

130.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

131.0 Halfway Hollow Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

132.5  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

133.7  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

133.8 Twelvemile Wash Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

135.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

135.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

135.9  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

137.0  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

138.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

138.8  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 
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MP Stream Name Stream Type 

139.3  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

140.1 Highline Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

141.2 Ashley Upper Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

Segment 7 

142.3 Steinaker Service Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

142.6 Ashley Central Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

142.8  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

146.6  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

147.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

147.9 Ashley Central Canal Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

Segment 8 

148.8  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

149.5  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

151.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

151.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

152.6  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

153.4  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

153.7  Perennial stream or river 

154.5  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

155.1  Intermittent stream, river, or wash 

155.6  Intermittent canal, ditch, or aqueduct 

Source: ESRI 2005 
a Not all features are named. 
b Corridor segments as defined in Section 1.2 and as shown on Figure 1-1. 
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Appendix C. Federal and State Listed Sensitive Species for 
Counties along U.S. 40 in the Project Corridor 

 

Species Statusa Countyb Segmentsc 

Birds    

American white pelican 
 Pelecanus erythrorhynchos 

SPC Ui 1-4 

Black swift 
 Cypseloides niger 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa - 

Bobolink 
 Dolichonyx oryzivorus 

SPC Ui, Wa 2-6 

Burrowing owl 
 Athene cunicularia 

SPC Du, Ui 4-8 

Ferruginous hawk 
 Buteo regalis 

SPC  2,6 

Greater sage-grouse 
 Centrocercus urophasianus 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 2 

Lewis’s woodpecker 
 Melanerpes lewis 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa - 

Long-billed curlew 
 Numenius americanus 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 2-6 

Northern goshawk 
 Accipiter gentilis 

CS Du, Ui, Wa 1-2 

Short-eared owl 
 Asio flammeus 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 4-8 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 
 Empidonax traillii extimus 

ESA Ui 4 

Mexican spotted owl 
 Strix occidentalis lucida 

ESA Du, Ui - 

Three-toed woodpecker 
 Picoides tridactylus 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 1-2 

Whooping crane 
 Grus americana 

ESA Ui, Wa - 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
 Coccyzus americanus 

ESA Du, Ui, Wa 4 

Fishes    

Bluehead sucker 
 Catostomus discobolus 

CS Du, Ui, Wa All 

Bonneville cutthroat trout 
 Oncorhynchus clarkii utah 

CS Du, Wa 1-2 

October 2007 Technical Report of Existing Environmental Conditions | 55 



 

Species Statusa Countyb Segmentsc 

Bonytail 
 Gila elegans 

ESA Ui 7-8 

Colorado pikeminnow 
 Ptychocheilus lucius 

ESA Ui 5-8 

Colorado River cutthroat trout 
 Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus 

CS Du, Ui, Wa 1-2 

Flannelmouth sucker 
 Catostomus latipinnis 

CS Du, Ui All 

Humpback chub 
 Gila cypha 

ESA Ui  

Leatherside chub 
 Gila copei 

SPC Wa 1-2 

Razorback sucker 
 Xyrauchen texanus 

ESA Ui 5-8 

Roundtail chub 
 Gila robusta 

CS Du, Ui, Wa 2-8 

Mammals    

Black-footed ferret 
 Mustela nigripes 

ESAd Du, Ui 4-8 

Big free-tailed bat 
 Nyctinomops macrotis 

SPC Ui 6-8 

Brown (grizzly) bear 
 Ursus arctos 

ESAe Du, Ui, Wa - 

Canada lynx 
 Lynx canadensis 

ESA Ui, Wa 1-2 

Fringed myotis 
 Myotis thysanodes 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 2-8 

Gray wolf 
 Canis lupus 

ESAe Du - 

Kit fox 
 Vulpes macrotis 

SPC Du, Ui 4-8 

Spotted bat 
 Euderma maculatum 

SPC Du, Ui 2-8 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 
 Corynorhinus townsendii 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 1-2 

White-tailed prairie-dog 
 Cynomys leucurus 

SPC Du, Ui 4-8 

Reptiles and Amphibians    

Columbia spotted frog 
 Rana luteiventris 

CS Wa 1-2 

Cornsnake 
 Elaphe guttata 

SPC Ui 6-8 
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Species Statusa Countyb Segmentsc 

Smooth greensnake 
 Opheodrys vernalis 

SPC Du, Ui, Wa 1-2 

Western toad 
 Bufo boreas 

SPC Du, Wa 2,4 

Mollusks    

Eureka mountainsnail 
Oreohelix eurekensis 

SPC Du 1-2 

Plants    

Alcove bog-orchid 
 Habenaria zothecina 

SPC Ui 8 

Barneby ridge-cress 
 Lepidium barnebyanum 

ESA Du 2, 4 

Clay reed-mustard(aka Clay thelopody) 
 Glaucocarpum argillacea (aka 
Schoencrambe argillacea) 

ESA Ui 4-6, 8 

Duchesne greenthread 
 Thelesperma caespitosum 

SPC Du 4-5 

Goodrich’s blazingstar 
 Mentzelia goodrichii 

SPC Du 2, 4 

Goodrich’s cleomella 
Cleomella palmeriana goodrichii 

SPC Ui 6-8 

Goodrich’s penstemon 
 Penstemon goodrichii 

SPC Du, Ui 5-6 

Graham’s penstemon (aka Graham’s 
beardtongue) 
 Penstemon grahamii 

SPC Du, Ui 4-6, 8 

Hamilton milkvetch 
 Astragalus hamiltonii 

SPC Ui 5-6 

Huber’s pepperplant 
 Lepidium huberi 

SPC Ui 6, 8 

Ownbey’s thistle 
 Cirsium ownbeyi 

SPC Ui 8 

Park rockcress 
 Arabis vivariensis 

SPC Ui 8 

Rock hymenoxys 
 Hymenoxys lapidicola 

SPC Ui 8 

Shrubby reed-mustard 
 Glaucocarpum suffrutescens (= 
Schoencrambe suffrutescens) 

ESA Du, Ui 5-6, 8 

Uinta Basin hookless cactus 
Sclerocactus glaucus (= S. 
brevispinus & S. wetlandicus) 

ESA Du, Ui 4-6, 8 

Untermann’s daisy SPC Du, Ui 2, 4, 5 
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Species Statusa Countyb Segmentsc 

 Erigeron untermannii 

Ute ladies’-tresses 
 Spiranthes diluvialis  

ESA Wa, Du, Ui 1-2, 4-6, 8 

White River penstemon 
Penstemon scariosus var. albifluvis 

SPC Ui 6, 8 

Sources: BLM 2005; DWR 2006, 2007; USFWS 2006 
a ESA = Federally listed endangered, threatened, or candidate; SPC = State or BLM species of 

concern; CS = Conservation Agreement Species 
b Du = Duchesne County; Ui = Uinta County; Wa = Wasatch County 
c Segments represent approximate areas of the county where the species could exist, not 

necessarily potential habitat along that segment(s) of U.S. 40. 
d Experimental 
e Extirpated 
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Appendix D. Summary of Cultural Resources along the U.S. 40 
Project Corridor 
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 Memo 
To:  Sue Lee, Salt Lake City 

From: Mark Brodbeck Project:  U.S. 40 Corridor Study 

c:        

Date:  May 23, 2007 Job No:  54622 

 
 

Re: U.S. 40 Corridor Study Cultural Resources Report 

Setting 

The U.S. Highway 40 (U.S. 40) Corridor Study focuses on a 135.7-mile segment of the highway in 
northeast Utah, in Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties. The highway corridor begins at milepost 
(MP) 21.4 southeast of Heber City and ends at MP 157.1 at the town of Jensen. This region is part of the 
Uinta Basin of the Colorado Plateau and part of the Great Basin culture area. Prehistoric and historic 
archeological sites are abundant, representing over 10,000 years of human occupation. This stretch of 
U.S. 40 is a historic transportation route that passes through several historic towns and rural agricultural 
areas. It also is within the traditional rangelands of several contemporary Native American tribes. 

Geographically, the U.S. 40 corridor begins in Wasatch County southeast of Heber City at MP 21.4. The 
corridor extends southwestward through Daniels Canyon to Strawberry Reservoir on the Uinta National 
Forest. The highway then turns due east extending through Deep Creek Canyon and crossing Currant 
Creek into Duchesne County, extending to the small community of Fruitland at about MP 62.0. From 
Fruitland, the highway continues in an easterly direction, crossing Red Creek and the Strawberry River, to 
the town of Duchesne at about MP 86.0, where the highway extends through the center of town along 
Main Street. From Duchesne, U.S. 40 continues to the east following the Duchesne River, past the town 
of Bridgeland, which sits on a bypassed segment of the old highway, and across portions of the Uintah 
and Ouray Indian Reservation. At MP 105.0, the highway turns northward passing through the west side 
of the town of Myton and across the Duchesne River. U.S. 40 continues in a north-northwesterly direction 
to the town of Roosevelt at about MP 115.0 and enters Uintah County. The highway enters Roosevelt 
from the south along North 200 Street East and, at the center of town, turns dues east along East 200 
Street North. From Roosevelt, U.S. 40 heads east past Fort Duchesne, where it crosses the Uinta River, 
and the small town of Gusher at about MP 125.0. The highway then trends to the northeast to Vernal 
situated on the south side of Ashley Creek at about MP 143.0. U.S. 40 passes through the center of Vernal 
along Main Street. From Vernal, the U.S. 40 corridor turns to the south and southeast through the Ashley 
Valley, passing through the unincorporated community of Naples and across Ashley Creek, and ending at 
the town of Jensen, where the highway crosses the Green River at MP 157.1. 
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Resource Overview 

The results of a cursory records check at the Utah Division of State History Office on May 7, 2007, 
indicate that while several cultural resource projects have taken place along the U.S. 40 corridor, large 
stretches remain unevaluated for cultural resources (for example, Bernard 2000; Billat 2003; Billat and 
Baker 1989; Crosland 2001, 2002; Hutmacher 2003; Polk 1992; and Polk and Weymouth 1993). A list of 
state-identified sites is included as an attachment to this report.  Further project-related investigations 
would include a Level I records check through the Division of State History, State Historic Preservation 
Office that would reveal such additional sites. 

An important component of future highway improvements in the U.S. 40 study area will be a 
consideration of potential effects to cultural resources. This cultural overview provides a context for 
understanding the types of archaeological and historic sites that could be encountered along the highway 
corridor. The region’s cultural chronology is defined by five main developmental periods representing 
distinct adaptations to social and environmental conditions: the Paleo-Indian Period, the Archaic Period, 
the Formative Period, the Late Prehistoric Period, and the Historic Period. 

Paleo-Indian Period (12,000–5000 BC) 

The earliest evidence of human occupation dates to the Paleo-Indian Period, which represents human 
adaptations to terminal Pleistocene environments that were cooler and moister than present (Bettinger 
1999; Grayson 1993; Madsen 1989). During this time, extensive marshlands and shallow lakes were more 
abundant in the Great Basin and woodland environs extended to lower elevations than today (Grayson 
1993). Paleo-Indian groups are characterized as highly mobile bands of hunter-gatherers who employed a 
subsistence economies focused on combinations of hunting Pleistocene mega-fauna, gathering wild foods, 
and exploiting lacustrine resources (Cordell 1984; Elston 1982; Jones and Beck 1997; Madsen 1982; 
Schroedl 1976). Evidence of Paleo-Indian occupation has been found throughout Utah; however, such 
sites are rare given their age and generally sparse accumulations of cultural remains (Cordell 1984). 
Diagnostic artifacts from this time period include distinctive forms of fluted spear points, known as 
Clovis and Folsom points, and later stemmed points of the Plano Complex. 

Archaic Period (5000 BC–AD 300) 

Following the end of the Pleistocene and extinction of the mega-fauna, the Holocene era began a 
transition toward warmer and drier climatic conditions, glacier retreat, and a series of changes in flora and 
fauna (Antevs 1948; Grayson 1993). Human adaptations to the changed conditions are reflected in the 
Archaic Tradition characterized by small bands of hunter-gatherer groups exploiting resources in a 
seasonal round and the development of regionally district cultural patterns. The appearance of new project 
points types and the development of the atlatl indicate an emphasis of hunting medium- and smaller-sized 
animals (Grayson 1993). An increased reliance on processed plant resources through time is reflected by 
increased prevalence of ground stone tools in later assemblages. 

The Archaic Period is subdivided into Early, Middle, and Late phases based on distinct patterns of 
material cultural detectable in the archaeological record. Although evidence of Early Archaic sites (about 



 

5000–3000 BC) is rare in comparison to the later Middle and Late sites, early components have been 
identified in the Uinta Basin at sand dune sites and rock shelters primarily clustered in the lower White 
River drainage (Spangler 1995). During the Middle Archaic (about 3000–500 BC), human populations 
appear to increase based on the number of identified sites, a nomadic hunter-gatherer subsistence pattern 
persists, and the appearance of the distinctive McKean Complex projectile points suggests cultural 
influences from the northwest plains (Spangler 1995). The Late Archaic (about 500 BC–AD 300) in the 
Uintah Basin is distinguished by continued increases in population densities, the introduction of maize 
agriculture, and the arrival of bow and arrow technology. Furthermore, the use of more permanent 
structures indicates increased sedentism, although a mobile hunter-gathering subsistence remained 
prominent. 

Formative Period (AD 300–1200) 

The Formative Period in northern Utah spans from approximately AD 300 through about 1200 and is 
marked by the development of the Fremont culture. Although people developed agriculture and more 
permanent settlements during this time, hunting and gathering continued to be important subsistence 
practices. Morss (1931) first described the Fremont culture as a peripheral variant of the Anasazi; 
however, subsequent researchers have convincingly argued that the cultural traits of this era in northern 
Utah warrant distinction as a separate archaeological culture (Cordell 1984). As summarized by Barlow 
(2002, 65–67): 

The characteristics that distinguish Fremont material culture from other Southwestern traditions include a 
local variety of 8–14-rowed dent maize, often hafted on sticks; ceramics that are usually plain gray ware 
but sometimes decorated with appliqués, indentations or painted designs; small, regionally distinctive 
projectile-point types; a single-rod-and-bundle basket construction; large “Utah-type” trough metates with a 
distinctive shelf and secondary grinding depression; ground-stone balls; leather moccasins; and broad-
shouldered anthropomorphic clay figurines and rock-art figurines with elaborate headdresses, necklaces, 
and earrings (Adams 1994; Aikens 1966; Cutler and Blake 1970; Madsen 1989; Marwitt 1970; Morss 
1931; Winter and Hogan 1986; Winter and Wylie 1974). 

The Fremont tradition fades from the archaeological record around AD 1200. Archaeological evidence 
suggests that Numic speakers from the Mojave Desert appeared in Utah sometime around AD 1100. Their 
archaeological remains primarily consist of lithic scatters with low quantities of brownware ceramics, 
rock art, and occasional wickiups. The influx of new people precipitated a shift back to a hunter-gatherer 
way of life. 

Late Prehistoric Period (AD 1300–1826) 

Concurrent with the arrival of new occupants into the region at the end of the Formative Period, changes 
in artifact styles and subsistence patterns define the Late Prehistoric Period (about AD 1200–1826). For 
example, the Desert Side-notched and Cottonwood Triangular projectile points and Intermountain 
Brownware or Shoshonean Ware became common in the region. For the eastern regions of the Great 
Basin, a review of available archaeological data also indicates a change in settlement patterns, subsistence 
behavior, material culture, footwear, trade patterns, and mortuary practices between AD 1200 and 
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AD 1600 (Janetski 1994). Janetski notes that Steward’s 1940 model of migrationist expansion by Numic 
groups appears to best fit these changes. 

More recent research agrees with Steward’s model and has led archaeologists to believe that these 
changes support what they now refer to as the Numic Expansion theory, which contends that late in the 
prehistoric sequence, Numic language speakers moved into the Great Basin from the Mojave Desert 
(Madsen 1975; Steward 1938; Bettinger and Baumhoff 1982; Rhode and Madsen 1994). The 
documentation of Numic-speaking groups in the area at the time of Euro-American contact also supports 
this theory. Whether the changes noted in the material culture represent a replacement of indigenous 
populations, the absorption of indigenous populations into new linguistic and cultural groups, or simply 
cultural change by indigenous populations, however, remains open for debate (Aikens and Witherspoon 
1986; Lyneis 1982; Norman and others 1982a). 

By the time of historical contact with Euro-Americans in the late 1700s, the Ute, Shoshone, and Paiute, 
all groups that speak Numic languages, lived in the Uinta Basin (Newton 2001). Additionally, the 
introduction of the horse by 1750 further affected subsistence patterns and social organization, most 
notably through a greater emphasis on hunting (Ricks 1956) and a shift from a loose alliance of small 
extended family groupings to more formal tribal identities and band loyalties (Parry 2000). 

Historic Period (AD 1826 – present) 

European settlement of the Uinta Basin was spurred by the many natural resources present in the area. Fur 
traders are among the non-native inhabitants to first exploit the area. Lands with farming potential and 
plentiful water resources further attracted immigrants to the area. Oil and mineral deposits also played a 
role in the continuing development of many towns as well as transportation systems. Among others, 
communities such as Duchesne, Vernal, Roosevelt, Bridgeland, and Myton still exhibit historic period 
buildings, canals, and roads. Native culture also continues to flourish in the region. 

First Europeans 

Europeans first entered the Uinta Basin in the late 1700s. In 1776, the Spanish friars Francisco Atanasio 
Dominquez and Silvester Velez De Escalante entered Utah near the present-day Vernal and camped near 
Myton, referring to the area as La Ribera de San Cosme. Following the Duchesne River west to the 
present site of Duchesne, then following the Strawberry River to Diamond Fork, they turned south toward 
Spanish Fork Canyon (Auerbach 1941; Barton 1996; Bolton 1972; Burton 1996). On September 23, the 
friars entered Utah Valley at the present location of Spanish Fork. Their route took a southwesterly course 
through Utah, then turned southeast and returned to Santa Fe. In 1844, John C. Fremont entered the 
southwestern corner of Utah. He traveled through the territory in a northeasterly direction, passing along 
the western edge of the Wasatch Front until he reached the mouth of Spanish Fork Canyon. He then 
traveled through the canyon, found a passage (possibly Nine Mile Canyon) into the Uinta Basin, and 
crossed the basin, exiting Utah near present Dutch John (Miller 1986; Southworth and others 1990). 

Beginning around 1820, the Uinta Basin became important in the fur trade (Burton 1996). Several fur 
companies focused their attention on the beaver-rich rivers of the Uinta Basin. For the next 25 years, 



 

trappers from many different countries ranged throughout the basin, but stayed mainly near the larger 
streams and rivers. After the end of the fur-trading era, the Uintah Basin was not occupied by significant 
numbers of Euro-Americans until the late 1870s (Barton 1996). News about the Ute Indians slowed Euro-
Americans interest in the region until John Wesley Powell released more favorable reports about the area 
around 1871; then ranching and farming began to take hold. The area, however, remained geographically 
isolated from the rest of Utah until roads were built to serve the needs of the various army posts in the 
region. An early military supply route was the precursor to the highway crossing the region, now known 
as U.S. 40. 

Early Settlement 

Acting as territorial governor, the Mormon leader Brigham Young established the Utah territory in 1850. 
Shortly afterward, Mormon settlers moving onto traditional tribal lands precipitated a period of conflict 
between settlers and Native American tribes. As Mormon populations grew and displaced local Ute tribes, 
relationships between the two disintegrated into a series of raids and armed conflicts. In an effort to 
relocated Native Americans, Young sent expeditionary parties to the Uintah Basin to assess the region’s 
potential for settlement in 1852 and again in 1861. Both expeditions reported that the Uintah Basin was 
unsuitable for agriculture and was undesirable for Mormon settlement but that it was suitable place to 
relocate the Ute Indians (Spangler 1995), effectively isolating them from Mormon settlements (Barton 
1996). Subsequently, Mormon leadership petitioned the U.S. government to move the tribes onto a 
reservation located in the Uintah Basin. Motivated by Mormon pressure and other economic and 
demographic factors, the federal government forcefully moved several Ute tribes onto the Uintah Valley 
Indian Reservation in 1864. 

Moving the Utes onto a reservation in the Uinta Basin did not close the book, however, on poor inter-
government relations, and it in turn spurred conflict between neighboring Ute tribes as well. For example, 
a series of armed conflicts between miners and Utes in western Colorado led to the removal of Ute tribes 
in that state to the Uinta Reservation in 1877. By 1880, most of the Colorado Utes were living on 
reservations in the Uinta Basin, sharing lands with the Uinta Utes. Crowding on the reservation and the 
loss of traditional land and lifestyle caused conflict between the various tribes. Further tension developed 
in 1905 when the U.S. government declared the reservation open to non-native settlement because 
mineral resources had been discovered (Spangler 1995). 

The opening of the Ute Reservation to homesteading in 1905 led to the development of communities, 
villages, and towns in the Uintah Basin (Barton 1996). The cities of Myton, Roosevelt, and Duchesne 
quickly grew with farms and ranches, commercial establishments, mercantile companies, dance halls, and 
even baseball teams. Duchesne County was created in 1914 with nearly 4,000 residents. World War I and 
the Great Depression severely slowed settlement of the Uintah Basin. The decades following the 
Depression saw a renewed increase in economic growth and population. Oil was discovered on Ute tribal 
land in the early 1950s. Roads, schools, government buildings, churches, and hospitals were built. 
Farming and ranching continued to be economically important while natural resources, such as minerals, 
timber, water, and oil, were increasingly used. The Echo Park Dam, the Upper Stillwater Dam, and the 
Starvation Reservoir were created as part of the Central Utah Project (Hutmacher 2003). 
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Transportation 

The development of transportation and, eventually, highway routes across the Uintah Basin began with 
the initial exploration and settlement of the area. As pioneers began to settle the Uintah Basin, the 
Dominguez and Escalante Trail, as well as others, developed into commonly used wagon roads and 
supply routes. E.L. Berthoud and Jim Bridger surveyed and built the first formal wagon road through the 
basin in 1861. Additionally, a stage line ran between Salt Lake City and Duchesne from 1912 to about 
1917 (Barton 1996). Presumably following one or both of the old wagon routes, the stage carried 
passengers and mail until the service was discontinued in favor of mail delivery by trucks. Since the Uinta 
Basin did not have train service, travelers were forced to find their own transportation between the Uinta 
Basin and the Wasatch Front. 

In 1914, the first ocean-to-ocean scenic highway, which would cross Utah, went into the planning stages 
(Burton 1996). Part of the planning was to use established routes across the American West as part of the 
ocean-to-ocean highway system. As such, Salt Lake City became a hub for highway connections. The 
wagon routes across the Uintah Basin between Heber City, Utah, and Dinosaur, Colorado, including 
Vernal’s Main Street (which was paved in 1899) were chosen to become part of this highway system. 

Today, U.S. 40 generally follows the historic Victory Highway (Burton 1996) and was the first all-
weather, direct, transcontinental route across the United States. The Victory Highway originally began in 
Atlantic City, New Jersey, and ended in San Francisco, California, with about 3,022 miles of road. 
Dedicated to World War I veterans, the Victory Highway follows portions of the historic Dominguez and 
Escalante Trail in eastern Utah and the Midland Trail in western Colorado. U.S. 40 became part of the 
highway system in 1926 and, by the late 1930s, it was paved from Vernal east and connected to the paved 
portion of the Victory Highway in Colorado (Burton 1996). Unlike the National Road, Lincoln Highway, 
and Route 66 (other famous highways), the Victory Highway, or U.S. 40, (although it has been realigned) 
has not lost its original designation as “Route 40” as far west as Park City, Utah (Brusca 2000). Evidence 
of the early Victory Highway still survives in the Uinta Basin as in-use and abandoned road segments, 
partial bridge abutments and foundations, highway billboards, retaining walls, wooden mileposts, stone 
culverts, and unpaved road beds. 

Uinta Indian Irrigation Project 

As early as the 1870s, Indian agents assigned to the Uinta Indian Reservation recognized the need for 
irrigation canals if the reservation was to be transformed into productive agricultural land. Indian agent 
H.P. Myton and the Uinta Indian Commission secured water rights from the state engineer in Salt Lake 
City. They also made preliminary plans to build an irrigation system to deliver water to the Indian farms; 
however, this required a great deal of money that the Utes did not have. Without irrigation canals and 
ditches, under state water law, the Utes would lose their rights to the water (Burton 1996). 

By the 1890s, more than a dozen small irrigation canals had been built to service Indian farms. These 
canals included the Number One, Bench, Henry Jim, Ouray School, Gray Mountain, U.S. Dry Gulch, 
Ouray Park, North Myton Bench, Lake Fork Ditch, Red Gap, and South Myton Bench canals (Barton 
1996). In 1891, Uinta-Ouray Indian agent Robert Waugh suggested a more comprehensive and systematic 



 

approach in the construction of Indian irrigation canals. In part because of his suggestions and the work of 
Minnesota Senator Moses Edwin Clapp, who successfully amended the general Indian appropriations bill, 
the Uinta Indian Irrigation project was established and Congress agreed to appropriate $600,000 for the 
project (Barton 1996; Burton 1996). To design, construct, and operate the Uinta Indian Irrigation Project, 
Congress included it as part of the larger United States Indian Irrigation Service, the Indian counterpart to 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Euro-American settlers also faced the challenge of creating canals to deliver water to their farms. The Dry 
Gulch Irrigation Company was organized to build and manage an irrigation system for non-Indian 
farmers. It soon became clear that both systems faced similar challenges (Daughters of the Utah Pioneers 
1947). Out of necessity, the Ute farmers and the Euro-American settlers in the county agreed to cooperate 
on the construction of future canals. As a result of this cooperative effort, much of the water used by 
Indian and Euro-American farmers alike was “mingled” and moved through both Indian and non-Indian 
land (Barton 1996). 

Most of the earthen ditches that cross U.S. 40 belong to the elaborate network of canals built by the 
Indian Irrigation Service and the Dry Gulch Irrigation Company. For instance, the Harding Lateral (which 
is a historic property—Site 42Un2672) crosses U.S. 40 at the base of Indian Bench. The Harding Lateral 
originates at Montes Creek Reservoir, roughly 4 miles northwest of the point where it meets U.S. 40. 
Irrigation water is carried over the highway in a metal flume, which is supported by concrete abutments 
that stand within the highway’s right-of-way. Pickup Wash Lateral (another known Historic Property—
Site 42Un2671) intersects the highway’s southern right-of-way east of Roosevelt (Burton 1996). The 
Pickup Wash Lateral originates 5 miles north of Roosevelt in an area known as the Crescent. Many other 
historic canal segments exist through the Uinta Basin including the Steinaker Ditch, the Highline Canal, 
and the Ashley Upper Canal. 

Towns along U.S. 40 

With the presidential proclamation in 1905 that opened all unallotted reservation land to non-Indian 
settlers, a land rush ensued. As hundreds of settlers and would-be miners rushed to the area, several towns 
and communities were established, including Heber City, Duchesne, Myton, Bridgeland, Roosevelt, and 
Gusher (Van Cott 1990). Much of the following material is summarized from key cultural resources 
reports (Bernard 2000; Billat 2003; Colman 2001; Hutmacher 2003; Mahoney 1997; Norman 1996; 
Norman and others 1982a; Polk and Weymouth 1993; Sagebrush Archaeological Consultants 1996) and 
National Historic Property and Historic American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) forms on file at the State History Division. 

By the end of the first quarter of the 20th century, the Uinta Basin area had established itself as a 
prominent, thriving region of Utah. Farming was well established, and the mining economy was growing 
with the extraction of gilsonite, asphalt, and other minerals. Oil field development had begun and a good 
transportation corridor was in place with the opening of U.S. 40 from Salt Lake City to Denver in 1927 
(Stewart 1953). 
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Heber City. Heber City is situated along U.S. 40 several miles northwest of the west end of the U.S. 40 
study area. Heber City, which was named after Heber C. Kimball, was first settled in the mid-1800s by 
pioneers that ventured up Provo Canyon to farm in the rich floodplain of the Provo River. The settlers 
constructed the first homes in a fortified arrangement for protection at what would become the center of 
town. Heber City was incorporated in 1889 and it was the first town to be created in Wasatch County. The 
town’s current population is includes about 8,000 residents. 

Fruitland. Fruitland is small, unincorporated, rural community situated along U.S. 40 near MP 62.0, 
about 2 miles west of Red Creek. USGS topographic maps indicated a small cemetery located on the 
south side of U.S. 40, about 1 mile west of town. 

Duchesne. The city of Duchesne is situated at the confluence of the Duchesne River and the Strawberry 
River. U.S. 40 passes through the center of the town along Main Street at about MP 86.0, which is lined 
by several historic homes and businesses. The town came into being in 1905 when the United States 
government opened the region to homesteading under the Allotment Act. On January 1, 1915, the eastern 
portion of Wasatch County was split off to form Duchesne County; by a vote of county citizens, 
Duchesne City became the county seat. Today, Duchesne is a community of about 1,200 people with a 
local economy centered in the farming and oil industries. 

Bridgeland. Bridgeland is a unincorporated, rural, agricultural community situated 10 miles east of 
Duchesne along a bypassed segment of old U.S. 40, now designated U-86. The community is centered 
around the old U.S. 40 crossing of the Duchesne River where a bridge built in the early 1900s still 
remains. A local resident named William Smart recommended the name Bridgeland because the bridge 
drew the neighboring communities of Antelope and Arcadia closer together (Billat 2003). The current 
alignment of U.S. 40 bypasses Bridgeland at about MP 95.0, passing about 0.5 mile to the south. 

Myton. The town of Myton is situated along U.S. 40 between Duchesne and Roosevelt at about MP 105. 
The highway passes through the side of the town where it crosses in Duchesne River. The town’s origins 
began in the mid-1880s with the establishment of a trading post by William Henderson of Vernal. 
Initially, the one-building post served a small segment of the Indian population until 1886 when the army 
built a bridge over the Duchesne River at the location and constructed a road between Price and the newly 
established Fort Duchesne. The trading post’s location next to the only bridge across the river increased 
its business and its importance in the area. It subsequently became known as “The Bridge” or “Bridges” 
(Barton 1996). 

The Bridge housed federal government surveyors and members of the Uintah Indian Commission. Major 
Howell Plummer Myton, Indian agent for the combined Uintah and Ouray Indian Agency, spent 
considerable time at the post making preparations for the opening of unallotted Indian land in 1905. The 
Bridge quickly transformed the area into a small community. In the process of securing a post office for 
the new community, the town was named Myton by Joseph Briston, a Post Office official in Washington 
D.C., who was a friend of Howell Myton. Over the next 5 years, Myton became the business and financial 
center for the county. It soon boasted many establishments including two hotels, a blacksmith shop, a 
furniture store, a lumber mill, a church and a school, a physician, a realtor, an opera house, and several 



 

general stores. Today, the remaining historic structures in Myton mainly consist of small, single dwellings 
built around or soon after the turn of the 20th century. 

Roosevelt. The town of Roosevelt is situated along U.S. 40 at about MP 115.0. The town is bisected by 
Cottonwood Creek. U.S. 40 passes through the center of the town, heading north-south on South 200 
Street North and then east-west along East 200 Street North. The highway passes through the town’s 
historic commercial downtown and by a handful of historic residences. The historic State Land Lateral 
Canal crosses U.S. 40 on the east side of town. 

The town’s origins began in 1905 when the unallotted land of the Ute Indian Reservation was opened to 
homesteading through an act of Congress. Roosevelt was founded in early 1906 when Ed Harmston 
turned his homestead claim into a town site and laid out plots. His wife named the prospective town in 
honor of the president of the United States, Theodore Roosevelt. Within a short time, a store, a post 
office, and the Dry Gulch Irrigation Company were in business in the new town. In 1907, the Harmstons 
donated 2 acres of land for the town’s citizens to build a school. The first class had about 15 pupils. 
Roosevelt soon became the economic center for the area, eclipsing Myton and Duchesne. The town was 
incorporated in 1913 and serves as the business center for the surrounding rural communities. Today, 
Roosevelt is home to about 3,500 people with a local economy based primarily on agriculture and the oil 
industry. 

Fort Duchesne. U.S. 40 passes through Fort Duchesne on the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation at 
about MP 122.0, where the highway crosses the Uinta River. The historic fort complex is situated about 
0.75 mile south of the highway along 7500 East Street. A cemetery is adjacent to the south side of the 
highway about 0.5 mile west of 7500 East Street, just east of the reservation boundary. 

Fort Duchesne was established in 1886 to control Indian conflicts and assert United States military 
presence in the Uintah Basin (Barton 1996). By 1887, a telegraph line was completed to link the fort with 
other military posts and headquarters. A year later, a supply road and stage line was built from the fort to 
Price through Nine Mile Canyon. The Nine Mile Road became a heavily traveled route for passengers, 
mail, and freight. 

The military maintained a presence at Fort Duchesne until 1912 when it was transferred over to the U.S. 
Indian Service, which used the site to consolidate its Uintah and Ouray operations. Today, Fort Duchesne 
serves as the tribal headquarters for the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation. Other historic routes 
associated with the U.S. 40 corridor include the Wing Song Store, which was built in 1890 and moved to 
its current location along the highway in 1934, and the U.S. Dry Gulch Canal, which was constructed in 
1905 by the New Hope Irrigation Company. 

Gusher. The town of Gusher is along U.S. 40 at about MP 125.0, about 2 miles east of Fort Duchesne. 
The town is a small rural community with several historic residences. Originally called Moffat in honor of 
David H. Moffat, a railroad magnate, Gusher was settled in 1888. The name was changed in 1922 because 
of the existence of Moffat, Colorado. The new name was given at a time when residents anticipated an oil 
gusher, which failed to materialize (Daughters of the Utah Pioneers 1947). The Henry and Mary Harris 
house, the Muse K. Harris cabin, and the Mary L. Naylor Hotel all date to Gusher’s early historic period. 
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Vernal. The town of Vernal is situated along U.S. 40 near Ashley Creek at about MP 145.0. The highway 
passes through the center of down along Main Street, which is lined with historic commercial properties 
with historic residences in close proximity. 

The history of Vernal began with settlers moving into the Ashley Valley in the 1870s. Following the 
Meeker Massacre of 1879, many settlers banded together for protection. They dismantled their cabins and 
left their homesteads, reconstructing them together into a three-sided fort on “the Bench,” a geologic 
landform with easily defensible open-expanse (Daughters of the Utah Pioneers 1947; Burton and Jolley 
1989). Once tensions subsided, many families moved their cabins back to their homesteads, while others 
remained at the fort which eventually became the town known as Ashley Center. A store was opened and 
the residents applied for a post office. The name Ashley Center was requested, but it was too similar to 
the town of Ashley; therefore, the name Vernal was assigned to the community by the U.S. Postal 
Department. 

The beginnings of a commercial district began to emerge in the small town with the establishment of the 
Ashley Co-op in 1881 (Burton and Jolley 1989) and the Blyte and Mitchel Store in 1885. The 1890s also 
saw homesteading and coal and gilsonite mining activity increase dramatically giving rise to the town’s 
first big population boom. During this time, the town’s official boundaries were recorded in a patent in 
1896 that included 640 acres. In 1905, portions of the Uintah Reservation were opened to homesteading 
causing a population boom in Vernal and the surrounding areas. Increased mining and agriculture began 
to build a strong economic base in the Ashley Valley. Over time, the town has continued to grow and 
develop following the prosperity and declines of the agricultural and oil industries (Hugie 1985; Polk and 
Weymouth 1993). 

Many historic-period structures remain standing in Vernal; some are still in use. The Bank of Vernal, built 
in 1916, is a prominent feature of Main Street. St. Paul’s Episcopal Church and Lodge, also located on 
Main Street and built in 1901 and 1919 respectively, also continue to serve the community. Numerous 
other prominent historic properties line Main Street including the Ashley Cooperative, the post office, the 
Langston home, and the Bennion, Hatch, and Bascom houses 

Naples. Naples is an rural agricultural community dispersed along U.S. 40 in the vicinity of MP 145.0, 
east of Ashley Creek and about 2 miles southeast of Vernal. The settlement was named for the prominent 
city in Italy. It also had earlier names such as Merrill for Porter William Merrill, a local church official; 
Riverdale, because it was located on the Green River; and Frogtown, because of the large number of frogs 
in the vicinity. Bishop P.W. Merrill suggested that the name be changed from Merrill to Naples (Online 
Utah 2007). Several historic buildings survive in the community such as the Samira and Richards House, 
which is a bungalow-style structure built around the turn of the 20th century. 

Jensen. The town of Jensen is situated at the east end of the U.S. 40 study area at MP 157.1 on the east 
side of the Green River. Several historic structures and buildings have been documented in Jensen such as 
the Jensen Bridge built in 1933 over the Green River, the Clark/Mix/Stewart cabin built around 1930, the 
Bridge Inn built in 1931, and an unnamed cottage adjacent to U.S. 40 built in 1945. 



 

Summary 

The U.S. 40 study area extends across a vast portion of the Uintah Basin that is rich in prehistoric and 
historic cultural resources. Future improvement projects along the highway corridor are likely to 
encounter a variety of prehistoric and historic archaeological sites dating from a broad range of time 
periods. The Uintah Basin is within the tradition rangelands of several Native American tribes, and 
traditional cultural properties could also be encountered. In addition, U.S. 40 passes through several small 
communities (such as Fruitland, Bridgeland, and Myton) and larger towns (such as Duchesne, Roosevelt, 
and Vernal) where historic commercial buildings and residential houses line the highway and can be 
found in close proximity. Other historic structures include brides, culverts, irrigation canals, and U.S. 40 
itself as the historic Victory Highway, which would also need to be considered during future planning 
efforts. 
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Attachment: Recorded Cultural Resources Along U.S. 40 

Site Number Project USGS Quad. Map Owner 
National Register 

Status 
Date 

Recorded Site Type Date Comments 

42DC000375 U01BS0016 Bridgeland NA Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

14-Mar-01 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1907 Gray Mountain 
Canal 

42DC001329 NA Hancock Cove Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

01-Oct-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1907 Martin Lateral 

42DC001357 U01BS0016 Myton/Bridgeland State Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

13-Mar-01 Transportation 1923  

42DC001357 U01BS0016 Bridgeland State Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

13-Mar-01 Transportation 1923 Highway 40/ 
#14 Myton 

42DC001357 U00BS0762 Fruitland State Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

08-Dec-00 Transportation 1880  

42DC001381 U01BS0016 Myton Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

14-Mar-01 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1905  

42DC001382 U01BS0016 Confidential Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

13-Mar-01 Artifact Scatter Prehistoric Late prehistoric 

42DC001383 U01BS0016 Confidential Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

13-Mar-01 Artifact Scatter Unknown Unknown 
aboriginal 

42DC001384 U01BS0016 Bridgeland Private Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

13-Mar-01 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

1940  

42DC001385 U01BS0016 Myton Private Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

13-Mar-01 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

1940  

42DC001386 U01BS0016 Bridgeland Private Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

13-Mar-01 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

1940  

42DC001505 U02ST0423 Rabbit Gulch State Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

26-Jul-02 Transportation 1900  

42DC001506 U02ST0423 Rabbit Gulch State Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

28-Jul-02 Transportation 1899 Victory Highway 

42DC001507 U02ST0423 Strawberry Pinnacles State Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

28-Jul-02 Transportation 1930  
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Site Number Project USGS Quad. Map Owner 
National Register 

Status 
Date 

Recorded Site Type Date Comments 

42DC001508 U02ST0423 Strawberry Pinnacles State Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

28-Jul-02 Transportation 1926  

42UN001562  Vernal SW BLM Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

30-Sep-85 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1890  

42UN001562 U00IQ0047 Fort Duchesne State Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

15-Jun-00 Transportation 1890  

42UN002671 U00IQ0047 Hancock Cove Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

01-Apr-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1907 Pickup Wash 
Lateral 

42UN002672 U00IQ0047 Roosevelt Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

04-Apr-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1907  

42UN002673 U00IQ0047 Whiterocks Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

04-Apr-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1890  

42UN002674 U00IQ0047 Lapoint Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

04-Apr-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1906 Moffat Canal 

42UN002674 U01BS0353 Fort Duchesne Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

01-Jun-01 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

1906  

42UN002675 U00IQ0047 Lapoint Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

04-Apr-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1907  

42UN002675 U01BS0353 Fort Duchesne Split 
Estate 

Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

01-Jun-01 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1908  

42UN002676 U00IQ0047 Steinaker Reservoir Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

04-Apr-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1913 Highline Canal 

42UN002679 U00IQ0047 Whiterocks Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

15-Jun-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1905 Ouray Valley 
Canal 

42UN002680 U00IQ0047 Steinaker Reservoir Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

01-Jun-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1880  

42UN002681 U00IQ0047 Roosevelt Private Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

15-Jun-00 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1920  

42UN002915 U01BS0353 Fort Duchesne Tribal Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

01-Sep-01 Waterworks; dams, 
ditches, etc. 

1886  
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Site Number Project USGS Quad. Map Owner 
National Register 

Status 
Date 

Recorded Site Type Date Comments 

42UN002958 U01AY0705 Naples Private Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

01-Nov-01 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

1890  

42UN002959 U01AY0799 Rasmussen Hollow Private Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

01-Nov-01 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

  

42UN001562 U02ST0021 Cliff Ridge State Determined Eligible 
(SHPO concurrence) 

21-Mar-02 Transportation 1880 Victory 
Highway/US 40 

42UN003702 U04MM0007 Vernal SW State Non-significant 
(professional judgment) 

15-Apr-04 Farming/Ranching 
(agriculture) 

1919  

Source: Utah Office of State History 2007 





 

Appendix E. National Response Center Spills to Land Listings for the Project Corridor 

NRC 
Report# Incident Date Street/Location County City 

Type Of 
Incident 

Medium 
Affected Material Name 

95830 11/10/1991 NA Uintah Vernal Fixed Land Oil: Crude 

263680 09/30/1994 Star Route Uintah Vernal Fixed Land Gilsonite 

540633 08/31/2000 2160 South 1500 East St Uintah Vernal Storage Tank Land Hydrochloric Acid 

808971 08/24/2006 721 West 100th South Uintah Vernal Fixed Land Mercury 

818703 11/20/2006 2160 South at 1500 East Uintah Vernal Storage Tank Land Techni-Hiv767w 

824745 01/26/2007 64 East Main St Uintah Vernal Fixed Land Mercury 

95686 11/09/1991 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Fixed Land Gasoline Automotive 

115250 04/22/1992 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Fixed Land Gasoline: Automotive 
(4.23g Pb/G 

Oil: Diesel 

123377 06/23/1992 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Fixed Land Gasoline: Automotive 
(4.23g Pb/G 

136987 09/16/1992 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Mobile Land Gasoline: Automotive 
(4.23g Pb/G 

204062 10/21/1993 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Fixed Land Oil: Crude 

214834 01/02/1994 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Fixed Land Oil: Crude 

265289 10/13/1994 West Hwy 40 Duchesne Roosevelt Fixed Land Oil: Crude 

375732 02/06/1997 US 40 West Edge of 
Roosevelt 

Duchesne Roosevelt Mobile Land Gasoline: Automotive 
(Unleaded) 

387454 05/16/1997 Adjacent to State Hwy 40 at 
Starvation Reservoir 

Duchesne Duchesne Fixed Land Condensate Plus 
Produced Water 

412085 11/18/1997 Mile 1365 South of Hwy 40 
on County Road 

Duchesne Duchesne Mobile Land Oil: Crude 

717745 04/02/2004 Intersection of 9900 South, 
4500 West 1400 Feet East of 
the Intersection 

Duchesne 

 

Myton Pipeline Land Oil: Crude 
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NRC 
Report# Incident Date Street/Location County City 

Type Of 
Incident 

Medium 
Affected Material Name 

805270 07/23/2006 10530 South County 33 Duchesne NA Pipeline Land Ethylene Glycol 

821630 12/20/2006 Hwy 40 4500 West Duchesne Fruitland Mobile Land Oil: Crude 

296130 06/19/1995 Hwy 40 2 Mi W of Currant 
Creek and 32 Mi W of 
Duchesne at Currant Creek 
Store and Restaurant 

Wasatch Currant Creek Mobile Land Oil: Crude 

Source: National Response Center 2007 



 

Appendix F. Leaking Underground Storage Tank Locations 
along the Project Corridor 

Location Name Location Street Location City 
Location 
County Date Closed 

Segment 1 

None     

Segment 2 

Currant Creek Gas N' Grub Currant Creek Junction 
Hwy 40 

Heber City Wasatch 28-Jun-02 

Strawberry Bay Marina 23 Miles East Hwy 40 Heber City Wasatch 29-Oct-01 

UDOT Sta. 3445 US-40 Strawberry 
Valley 

Heber City Wasatch 10-Aug-95 

Segment 3 

Bonanza Sinclair 94 E Main St Duchesne Duchesne 14-Apr-98 

Foodtown 171 E Main Duchesne Duchesne 02-May-95 

Killian's 150 E Main St Duchesne Duchesne 13-Jan-98 

Longhorn Service, Inc. 72 West Main Duchesne Duchesne  

Mariella Potter Family Trust / Rocket 
Station 

200 E Main St Duchesne Duchesne  

Rod Harrison 17 E Main St Duchesne Duchesne  

Sunrise Chevron 432 W Main St Duchesne Duchesne  

Sunrise Chevron 432 W Main St Duchesne Duchesne  

UDOT Maint. Yard #634 UHP Pump 261 S 300 E Duchesne Duchesne 16-Jul-02 

Segment 4 

Gary's Insulation, Inc. West Hwy 40 
N Side Ioka Turnoff 

Roosevelt Duchesne 15-May-95 

UDOT Maint. Yard #635 UHP Pump Hwy 40, 2 Mi W 
Roosevelt 

Roosevelt Duchesne  

Segment 5 

Basin Diesel Service, Inc. W Hwy 40 Roosevelt Duchesne 26-Jan-94 

Basin Western Inc. 3639 E Hwy 40 
Matlack Terminal 

Roosevelt Duchesne 17-Aug-90 

Case Equipment Dealer (Roper 
Machine) 

W Hwy 40 Roosevelt Duchesne 14-Sep-99 

October 2007 Technical Report of Existing Environmental Conditions | 83 



 

Location Name Location Street Location City 
Location 
County Date Closed 

Duchesne County Mosquito Abatement 2010 W 1510 S  
( West Highway 40 ) 

Roosevelt Duchesne  

Inland Oil Products 450 W Main St Roosevelt Duchesne 27-Mar-97 

L.C.L. South 380 S 200 E Roosevelt Duchesne  

National Oilwell West Hwy 40 Roosevelt Duchesne  

Old West Trading Post 2 Mi E Roosevelt Hwy 
40 
Ballard 

Roosevelt Duchesne 03-May-95 

Prairie Gold Well Service West Highway 40 Roosevelt Duchesne 04-May-95 

Roosevelt Refinery West On Hwy 40 Roosevelt Duchesne 21-Jul-95 

Uintah Basin Telephone Assn. Inc Headquarter Site, W 
Hwy 40 

Roosevelt Duchesne 12-Jul-96 

Union High School E Hwy 40 Roosevelt Duchesne 27-Jun-95 

Western Petroleum, Inc. 2600 East Highway 40 Roosevelt Duchesne 28-Jul-00 

Segment 6 

Old Hilltop Station East Us Hwy 40 Fort Duchesne Uintah  

Outpost Mercantile Hwy 40 , Box 99 Fort Duchesne Uintah 15-Nov-99 
11-Jun-91 

Segment 7 

7-Eleven 1852-24443 2495 S Hwy 40 Naples Uintah 06-Aug-01 
07-Dec-05 
25-Jan-99 

7-Eleven 1852-22234 910 W Hwy 40 Vernal Uintah 25-Apr-05 

7-Eleven 1852-25824 501 E Main St Vernal Uintah  

Baroid Drilling Fluids, Inc. 1092 E Main St Vernal Uintah 24-May-90 

Chevron #73272 190 E Main St Vernal Uintah 07-Mar-97 

Dinoland Aviation 830 E 500 S Vernal Uintah 12-May-03 

Intermountain Concrete Company 625 E Main St Vernal Uintah 15-May-95 

Lynn's Texaco 199 W Main St Vernal Uintah  

Maverik #142 490 W Main St Vernal Uintah 13-Mar-06 

Mid-Town Tire & Auto 295 W Main St Vernal Uintah 02-May-01 

Montgomery Brothers, Inc. 500 E Main St Vernal Uintah 04-Feb-94 

Perry Motor Co., Inc. 463 E Main St Vernal Uintah 23-Sep-99 

Premoco #37 850 W Highway 40 Vernal Uintah 21-May-96 

Pride Food Mart Vernal West 895 W Hwy 40 Vernal Uintah 21-Apr-95 

RDT Inc. 1281 East Hwy 40 Vernal Uintah 05-Jul-06 

Salina Investment Co. #26 615 W Main St Vernal Uintah 27-Mar-97 
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Location Name Location Street Location City 
Location 
County Date Closed 

Schulz 66 (Old Phillips #007830) 216 E Main St Vernal Uintah 11-Jun-98 

Texaco Station 332 W Main St Vernal Uintah  

Turner Lumber, Inc. 605 E Main St Vernal Uintah 11-May-95 

Utah Motor Company 270 E Main St Vernal Uintah 03-May-95 

Vernal Shop-N-Go 110 W Main St Vernal Uintah 19-Jun-06 

Vernal Tri-Mart 206 W Main St Vernal Uintah  

Westside 66 508 W Main St Vernal Uintah 12-Jul-95 

Segment 8     

B & L Conoco U S Highway 40/ Utah 
149 

Jensen Uintah 03-May-95 

Preston Pit Stop/Old Service St. N E Corner Hwy 40 & 
149 
West Of Jensen Bridge, 
Jensen 

Jensen Uintah 24-Jan-95 

Note: some facilities may have more than one leaking UST or more than one closed leaking UST. 

Source: DERR 2007 
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1.0 Introduction 

This report provides a compilation of data for reference during development of 
the U.S. 40 Corridor Study. It provides the basis by which planning analyses will 
be completed and provides the framework for an understanding of current 
conditions along the corridor. This report also describes the role of the U.S. 40 
corridor and the need for a long-term corridor plan. 

The long-term plan will allow the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) to 
plan for corridor improvements in a manner that involves local stakeholders, 
residents of the area, business and industry interests, and agencies. The plan will 
identify strategies, action items, and priorities for transportation facility 
management and improvement of U.S. 40.  

1.1 Corridor Study Area 

The U.S. 40 Corridor Study area extends from MP 21 in Wasatch County, just 
east of the southeastern Heber City limit, to MP 157, near Jensen at State Route 
(SR) 149 (Figure 1-1). The 136-mile long corridor crosses three counties in 
Utah–Wasatch, Uintah1, and Duchesne–and passes through a number of small 
rural towns and cities. These cities are important economic centers for residents 
living and working in the Uintah Basin. They also provide vital support of 
tourism, another important element of life in the Uintah Basin. The safe and 
efficient operation of U.S. 40 is of interest to residents of these cities and less 
developed outlying areas of the three counties. 

For the purposes of the U.S. 40 Corridor Study, the project area is divided into 
eight segments based on general land use types. These segments are as follows: 

Segment 1: Project Start (MP 21) to Daniels Summit (MP 34). This 13-mile-
long segment travels through mostly undeveloped land in Wasatch County. Most 
land along the roadway is managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS).  

 

1 The word Uintah is spelled two different ways, depending upon the reference. Most spellings use Uintah, though 
Wasatch County and the U.S. Forest Service use the spelling Uinta, and the river by that name is the Uinta River. 
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Figure 1-1. Project Segments 
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Segment 2: Daniels Summit (MP 34) to the Western Duchesne City Limit (MP 
86). This segment, which is 52 miles long, travels through mostly undeveloped 
land in Wasatch and Duchesne Counties. Most land between Daniels Summit and 
Strawberry Reservoir is managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), though 
there is limited private recreational development around the reservoir. Between 
the eastern side of the reservoir and western Duchesne County, the corridor 
passes through state-owned land (wildlife management areas) and private land. 
Most of the land between the Wasatch/Duchesne county line and the city of 
Duchesne is privately owned, with the exception of land around Starvation 
Reservoir, which is managed as a State Park.   

Segment 3: Incorporated Area of Duchesne City (MP 86 to MP 88). This two-
mile-long segment in Duchesne County is comprised of that portion of the 
corridor within the Duchesne City limits. Development is typical of that found in 
rural towns. Land along the highway is dedicated primarily to commercial uses, 
though there is some residential and industrial development.  

Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne (MP 88) to the Western Limit of 
Roosevelt (MP 112). This 24-mile-long segment covers an area dominated by 
private and tribal land. This area supports some agricultural production and 
limited oil and gas development. The segment is entirely within Duchesne 
County. 

Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Incorporated Areas (MP 112 to MP 119). 
This segment, which is seven miles long, encompasses the area within the 
incorporated limits of the cities of Roosevelt and Ballard. The Duchesne/Uintah 
County Line marks the political division between Roosevelt and Ballard, but the 
area functions as a single, more urbanized area. Development along U.S. 40 is 
dominated by commercial uses, though there is some residential development 
interspersed along the segment.  

Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard (MP 119) to the Western Limit of Vernal 
(MP 142). This 23-mile-long segment is characterized by tribal land and private 
land in the western half and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and state-
owned land in the eastern half. There is some oil and gas-related development 
along the highway, though most wells are south of U.S. 40 on tribal and BLM 
land. This segment is entirely within Uintah County. 

Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Incorporated Areas (MP 142 to MP 149). This 
seven-mile-long segment is dominated by urban development normally 
associated with rural cities. Development immediately adjacent to the highway is 
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characterized by commercial and industrial development, with limited residential 
development interspersed throughout.  

Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples (MP 149) to Project End (MP 157). This 
segment, which is eight miles long, is mostly under private ownership and is 
characterized by rural residential and agricultural development. State-owned land 
that touches the highway just west of Jensen supports a limited number of oil and 
gas wells. 

1.2 Contents of this Document 

This document is comprised of five main sections: 

• Existing Transportation System: a description of existing facility 
conditions for which information is available.  

• Existing Operational Conditions: a summary of existing traffic volumes, 
level of service, accident data, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

• Existing Land Use Conditions and Demographics: a summary of land 
uses along the corridor and of population and housing conditions that 
may influence land use and future development. 

• Literature Review: a review of how existing federal, state, and local 
plans address the U.S. 40 corridor. 

• Issue Summary: a summary of issues identified by land owners and 
managers, regulators, and the general public. 

A complete list of references is included in Section 6.0 of this report. 
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2.0 Existing Transportation System 

The following summarizes the existing facility conditions of the U.S. 40 project 
corridor. In some cases, the information below focuses on the project segments 
described in Section 1.1. Information is also presented by milepost (MP). 

2.1 Highway Geometrics  

2.1.1 Terrain 

Terrain type is a factor that greatly affects roadway conditions and ultimately 
how roadways operate. Roadway terrain is typically described as level, rolling, or 
mountainous. On level terrain, all types of vehicles can generally maintain the 
same speeds. On rolling terrain, the speeds of heavy vehicles (such as heavy 
trucks) can be substantially slower than those of passenger vehicles but are not so 
slow that heavy vehicles have to operate at “crawl” speed for long periods of 
time. Finally, mountainous terrain causes heavy vehicles to operate at crawl 
speeds for significant distances or frequent intervals (TRB 2000).  

Specific information on highway grades along U.S. 40 is not readily available. In 
general, the highway traverses mountainous terrain with steep grades on the west 
end of the corridor through Daniels Canyon and more level and rolling terrain in 
the Uintah Basin.  Truck climbing lanes occur around MP 43, MP 106 to MP 
107, and MP 152 to MP153. Passing lanes, which may also serve as climbing 
lanes in some areas, are summarized under Section 2.1.3, Passing Opportunities, 
below.  

Once projects are defined, specific information regarding grades can be gathered 
as part of each project. 

2.1.2 Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

Roadway alignment is simply the path that a roadway’s centerline follows. 
Alignment is thought of in horizontal and vertical planes. Factors that affect how 
an engineer thinks about alignment include: 

• Horizontal Curves 

o Design speed 

o Length of curve 

o Roadway cross section 
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o Radius of curve 

o Superelevation (or banking) 

o Tangent-to-curve transition 

o Lines of sight 

o Profile 

o Drainage 

o Cost 

o Compatibility with existing and proposed conditions (controls) along 
the path 

o Vehicle characteristics 

o Driver limitations 

• Vertical Curves 

o Design speed 

o Vertical clearances 

o Sight distance 

o Topographical/terrain variations 

o Drainage considerations 

o Cost 

o Entrance considerations associated with acceleration and 
deceleration 

o Lengths of grades 

o Compatibility with grades and elevations existing on adjacent land 
and approaching roads and drives adjacent to the alignment 

Horizontal alignment, combined with vertical alignment, serves as the primary 
controlling element associated with the design of all types of public streets and 
highways. Alignment affects roadway capacity, safety, and function. 

A compilation of information on the existing horizontal and vertical alignment of 
U.S. 40 is not readily available. Historic as-built plans for the highway provide 
limited information about alignment, but the stationing (i.e., reference points) is 
different from the current milepost system. This makes a direct comparison 
between historic information and current conditions difficult and very time 
consuming. Existing alignment issues have been identified by people who use the 
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highway on a regular basis, but UDOT maintenance station personnel, and by the 
road departments of local government agencies (see Section 5.0 of this document 
for a summary of issues identified to date). Once projects are identified, project-
level analyses will provide detailed information about how the current horizontal 
and vertical alignments affect operation and how they might be changed to 
improve roadway conditions. 

2.1.3 Passing Opportunities 

Provision of passing sight distance on two-lane highways is another factor that 
affects roadway capacity. In order to permit passing on a two- lane highway, 
drivers must be able to see a sufficient distance to see oncoming vehicles and to 
execute a safe passing maneuver. The minimum recommended passing sight 
distance is directly related to the design speed of any given section of roadway. 
The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) manual recommends a minimum of 2,285 feet for passing sight 
distance at a 65 miles per hour (mph) design speed (AASHTO 2004). According 
to the Roadway Design Manual of Instruction provided by UDOT (2006a), the 
required AASHTO passing sight distance may be shortened by using engineering 
judgment in locations where the lack of passing zones directly affects the 
roadway level of service (LOS). Table 2.1-1 below shows the percentage of the 
U.S. 40 corridor where some passing movement is allowed. This includes passing 
maneuvers into opposing travel lanes and current passing lanes that exist in either 
direction of travel. 

Table 2.1-1. Percentage of the 
Corridor Where Passing is Allowed 

Segment % of Passing Allowed 

1  92.9% 

2  83.2% 

3  82.6% 

4  75.9% 

5  85.5% 

6  79.1% 

7  81.9% 

8  90.4% 

Source: UDOT 2006b 

U.S. 40 currently provides passing opportunities in the locations listed in Table 
2.1-2  
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Table 2.1-2. Existing Passing Lanes on U.S. 40 

Beginning MP Length (Miles) Directiona Notes 

 23.34   7.09 EB 4% grade 

 31.29  3.23 EB 4% grade 

 35.11  0.53 WB 4% grade 

 42.97  0.34 EB 4% grade 

 45.88  1.96 EB 4% grade 

 48.83  0.36 EB 4% grade 

 50.62  0.41 EB 5% grade 

 58.34  11.19 WB 4 % to 5% grade 

 59.08  0.35 EB 5% grade 

 60.06  0.32 WB No grade 

  61.60  0.16 WB No grade 

 69.31  0.88 EB 3% grade 

 70.33  0.36 WB No grade 

 80.76  6.81 WB 3% grade 

 85.88  0.92 EB Inside Duchesne city limits (2 lanes) 

 86.80  3.47 WB 0.92 miles inside Duchesne (2 lanes) ; no 
grade 

 106.04  1.51 EB 0% grade 

 109.50  0.84 WB 4.5% grade 

 111.33  4.00 EB Inside Roosevelt 

 115.41  4.08 WB Inside Roosevelt (2 lanes) 

 118.79  0.90 EB No grade 

 120.16  0.77 WB 3% grade 

 138.55  1.27 EB 4% grade 

 141.24  7.18 EB Inside Vernal/Naples (2 lanes) 

 148.41  7.56 WB Inside Vernal/Naples (2 lanes) 

a EB = eastbound, WB = westbound 

Source: UDOT 2006b 

10 | Existing Facility Conditions Report October 2007 



  

2.1.4 Right-of-Way Width 

Right-of-way widths can vary significantly throughout the corridor, especially 
within the different city limits. UDOT does not have recommended right-of-way 
widths for rural highways such as U.S. 40. Table 2.1-3 shows the average right-
of-way by segment. 

Table 2.1-3. Average Right-of-
Way Width by Segment 

Segment 
Average Right-of-Way Width 

(feet) a 

1  133 

2  232 

3  168 

4  137 

5  97 

6  256 

7  113 

8  108 

a Width calculated using weighted average of 
sections of roadway for which specific ROW 
widths are available, by segment. 

Source: UDOT 2004a 

 

2.1.5 Lane and Shoulder Width 

The entire U.S. 40 corridor has 12-foot travel lanes, which is the recommended 
width by AASHTO for rural highways. The U.S. 40 corridor also contains 
several areas of medians, right-hand turn lanes, and acceleration lanes. These 
median, turn, and acceleration lanes are assumed to be a width of 12 feet. In the 
urban areas (Segments 3, 5, and 7), a median is typical through the city limits. 
Shoulder widths are the narrowest (0 to 1.9 feet wide) over Daniels Summit and 
through the City of Vernal. Narrow sections measuring 2 to 4 feet occur near 
Strawberry Reservoir and Fruitland in Segment 2 and between the eastern limit 
of Naples to Jensen in Segment 8 (UDOT 2004b). 

Shoulder width on rural highways is directly related to traffic demands. 
AASHTO recommends a usable shoulder width of 8 feet for design volumes over 
2000 vehicles per day. Usable shoulders should be paved, but due to economic 
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constraints, low volumes, and/or where narrow sections are needed to reduce 
construction impacts, the paved shoulder may be reduced to 2 feet. When barriers 
or guardrail must be used to protect from roadside features, AASHTO 
recommends a minimum of 4 feet from the traveled way to the barrier if a narrow 
section is needed due to construction impacts. Based on what is shown in the 
U.S. 40 video log, the existing shoulder widths appear to meet AASHTO 
standards. However, information provided on UDOT’s Utah Bicycle Suitability 
Map (UDOT 2004b) conflicts with this information and shows that there are 
some areas where the shoulder does not meet AASHTO standards. Future 
project-level analyses will need to review shoulder widths on the ground and 
address any issues associated with inadequate shoulder widths. 

2.1.6 Access Management 

Access standards and management greatly affect the safety and operation of rural 
highways such as U.S. 40, especially where the highway intersects developed 
cities and towns. Table 2.1-4 outlines UDOT’s proposed statewide access 
management standards (standards have not yet been finalized by UDOT). 
According to the access category inventory for UDOT Region 3, which includes 
the U.S. 40 corridor, most of the project corridor is classified as System Priority 
Rural. The classification changes briefly through the more urbanized areas of 
Duchesne, Myton, Roosevelt, and Vernal-Naples as follows: 

• Duchesne (all of Segment 3) and Roosevelt (in Segment 5): Regional 
Rural and Community Rural 

• Myton (in Segment 4): Regional Rural 

• Vernal and Naples (Segment 7): five different classifications depending 
on location within the cities, including Regional Rural, System Priority 
Urban, Regional Priority Urban, Regional Urban, and Community Rural 
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Table 2.1-4. Proposed State Highway Access Management Standards 

Minimum Interchange to Cross Road Access 
Spacing (feet) 

Category 

Minimum 
Signal 

Spacing 
(feet) 

Minimum 
Street 

Spacing 
(feet) 

Minimum 
Access 
Spacing 

(feet) 
A: to 1st R-in 

R-outa  
B: to 1st 

Intersectionb  
C: from Last 
R-in R-outc 

1 
Interstate/ 
Freeway 

Freeway/Interstate Standards Apply 

2 
System Priority 
Rural 

5,280 1,000 1,000 1,320 1,320 1,320 

3 
System Priority 
Urban 

2,640 
No Unsignalized Access 

Permitted 
1,320 1,320 1,320 

4 
Regional      
Rural 

2,640 660 500 660 1,320 500 

5 
Regional - 
Priority Urban 

2,640 660 350 660 1,320 500 

6 
Regional      
Urban 

1,320 350 200 500 1,320 500 

7 
Community 
Rural 

1,320 300 150 NA NA NA 

8 
Community 
Urban 

1,320 300 150 NA NA NA 

9 Other 1,320 300 150 NA NA NA 

a Standard "A" distance from the interchange off-ramp gore area to the first right-in/out driveway intersection. 
b  Standard "B" refers to the distance from the interchange off-ramp gore area to the first major intersection. 
c  Standard "C" refers to the distance from the last right-in/out driveway intersection to the interchange on-ramp gore 

areas. 

Source: UDOT 2003 

2.2 Structural Conditions 

2.2.1 Pavement Condition 

UDOT determines pavement condition by using the skid number, IRI HCS 
(international roughness index half car simulation) number, and rut depth. The 
classifications for each of the values are directly related to corresponding range 
for that number. These ranges are shown in the Table 2.2-1. 
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Table 2.2-1. Pavement Ratings and 
Ranges 

Rating Type Classification 

Skid Number 

SN > 45 Standard 

30 > SN > 45 Marginal 

SN < 30 Substandard 

IRI HCS 

IRI < 45 Very Good 

45 < IRI < 70 Good 

70 < IRI < 100 Fair 

100 < IRI < 135 Poor 

IRI >135 Very Poor 

Rut Depth (inches) 

R < 0.1 Very Good 

0.1 < R < 0.25 Good 

0.25 < R < 0.50 Fair 

0.50 < R < 0.75 Poor 

R > 0.75 Very Poor 

Source: UDOT 2001 

 

By using the ranges specified in Table 2.2-1, the overall pavement condition can 
be determined. All of the segments along the U.S. 40 project corridor are in good 
or fair condition (see Table 2.2-2). This was determined by taking the average 
values for each segment. However, because each segment’s condition was taken 
as an average, there might be a few miles within each that could be classified as 
poor. Such poor conditions are notable at MPs 115, 116, 148 and 150. 
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Table 2.2-2. Pavement Condition of the U.S. 40 
Corridor 

Segment 
Average Skid 

Number 
Average IRI 

HCS 

Average Rut 
Depth 

(inches) 
Pavement 
Condition 

1  38.7  68.8  0.11 Good 

2  39.3  63.7  0.15 Good 

3  40.2  70.5  0.15 Fair 

4  38.8  63.4  0.11 Good 

5  34.6  95.9  0.16 Fair 

6  29.1  53.3  0.11 Good 

7  25.2  81.8  0.22 Fair 

8  30.9  60.7  0.12 Good 

Source: UDOT 2006c 

Recent Projects 

Appendix A summarizes recent and planned road improvement (maintenance) 
projects along the project corridor. The planned maintenance projects indirectly 
provide additional information about existing pavement condition. 

2.2.2 Drainage 

For the majority of U.S. 40, drainage occurs as sheet flow off of the roadway into 
either roadside ditches or into natural drainage features. However, in some of the 
cities, there are closed drainage systems where the water is collected by curb and 
gutter. Detailed drainage sufficiency information is not readily available, but 
local residents and UDOT maintenance personnel have stated that drainage along 
some portions of the highways in the more developed areas is inadequate due to 
the road level surface being higher than the adjacent curb (HDR 2007a; KMP 
Planning 2007a, 2007b). 

2.2.3 Bridge Conditions 

In the state of Utah, bridges are assigned sufficiency ratings ranging from 0 to 
100. These values are used to determine eligibility for bridge replacement and 
rehabilitation needs. Bridge sufficiency ratings are based on a bridge’s structural 
adequacy, compliance with current design standards, importance for public use, 
and eligibility for federal bridge replacement funds. Bridge sufficiency ratings 
below 50 indicate that the bridge should be replaced. Ratings between 50 and 80 
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imply that the bridge is in fair condition and that rehabilitation, if cost-effective, 
should be considered. Bridges with ratings of 80 or higher are in good or very 
good condition and are not eligible for federal funding through the Highway 
Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement (HBRR) Program. 

Appendix B lists the conditions of the 22 bridges along the project corridor. 
Currently, only two bridges are in poor condition (rated below 50) and four are in 
fair condition (rated between 50 and 80).  

2.3 Traffic Conditions  

2.3.1 Capacity and Level of Service 

Methodology  

Highway Segment Analysis 

Methodologies consistent with the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) 
Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM) were used to assess the existing 
capacity and LOS conditions along the U.S. 40 project corridor. LOS is a quality 
measure that describes operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally in 
terms of such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, 
traffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience (TRB 2000). TRB generally 
describes five levels of service as: 

• A: Free flow  

• B: Reasonably free flow 

• C: Stable flow 

• D: Approaching unstable flow 

• E: Unstable flow 

• F: Forced or breakdown flow 

The highway segment analysis was completed using the two-lane analysis 
module of the Highway Capacity Software (HCS). Traffic counts conducted at 
various locations along the U.S. 40 corridor and served as the base traffic count 
information (L2 Data Collection 2007; UDOT 2007c).  

A monthly variance factor derived from a UDOT permanent traffic count site 
near MP 111 was used to show seasonal variations in traffic (UDOT 2005a). This 
factor was used to adjust the base traffic count information to provide an estimate 
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of an average traffic flow condition. Truck information was determined from 
UDOT’s classification counts conducted along U.S. 40.  

In general, speed limits in the survey area vary from 55 mph to 65 mph in the 
two-lane segments.  At locations where passing lanes were not provided, the 
percent no-passing zone was a key input to determining the existing level of 
service (LOS; see Section 2.1.3, Passing Opportunities, for more information 
about passing limitations). 

Currently, the HCM classifies two-lane highways as Class I and Class II. Class I 
highways are two-lane highways on which motorists expect to travel at relatively 
high speeds and are usually primary arterial roadways that connect major traffic 
generators or provide primary links in the state or national highway networks. 
Class II highways are also two-lane but function primarily as access routes to 
Class I highways, serve as scenic or recreational routes that are not primary 
arterial roadways, pass through very rugged terrain, and usually serve relatively 
short trips.  

The highway classification establishes the measures of effectiveness that are used 
to determine the LOS along U.S. 40. U.S. 40, which is a two-lane highway 
throughout much of its length, meets the definition of a Class I highway due to its 
function as a primary state highway that generally supports faster-moving traffic. 
For Class I highways, LOS is determined using percent time spent following and 
average travel speed; these indicators are generally related to how the traveling 
public measures performance along a two lane roadway.  The analysis was 
applied to areas outside the limits of urban locales where multiple lanes occur 
and included consideration of existing passing lanes along the corridor. Table 
2.3-1 shows the thresholds used to determine LOS along two-lane highways. 
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Table 2.3-1. 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual Roadway Segment LOS Thresholds 

LOS 

Percent Time 

Spent Following 

Average Travel 

Speed (mph) 

A  < 35  > 55 

B  > 35-50  > 50-55 

C  > 50-65  > 45-50 

D  > 65-80  > 40-45 

E  > 80  < 40 

  Source: TRB 2000 

Table 2.3-2 summarizes the data used for the existing conditions highway 
segment analysis.   

 

Table 2.3-2. Inputs for the U.S. 40 Corridor Study HCS Analysis 

Segment Begin MP End MP 

Section 
Length 
(miles) 

Shoulder 
Width (ft) 

Year  
Volume 

2007 % 
Truck 

% No  
Passing 
Zone 

1 21.4 35.64 14.24 4 3213 21 93 

2 35.64 42.97 7.33 4 3213 21 83 

3 42.97 58.34 15.37 4 2956 21 83 

4 58.34 72.33 13.99 4 3291 21 83 

5 72.33 85.86 13.53 4 3291 21 83 

6 86.81 104.57 17.76 4 4471 21 83 

7 105.56 110.34 4.78 4 6049 21 76 

8 115.2 116.62 1.42 4 7856 21 86 

9 116.62 120.34 3.72 4 11055 21 79 

10 121.9 137.55 15.65 4 8244 21 79 

11 137.55 139.83 2.28 4 11919 21 79 

12 149.94 157.1 7.16 4 9878 21 86 

Source: UDOT 2005a, 2005b, 2006b, 2007c 
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Signalized Section Analysis 

The performance assessment of urban sections along U.S. 40 through Vernal and 
Roosevelt was analyzed to develop a baseline of existing traffic conditions.  
Information from traffic signal intersections were coded into Synchro, a widely 
used traffic signal evaluation tool. 

In addition to defining LOS as being at a level of A (free flow) through F (forced 
or breakdown flow), the HCM defines LOS at intersections as a function of the 
average overall wait time for a vehicle to pass through an intersection. This way, 
LOS can be quantitatively measured at any intersection providing a performance 
measurement for the corridor. Table 2.3-3 lists the intersection LOS thresholds. 

 

Table 2.3-3. Highway Capacity Manual 
Intersection LOS Thresholds 

LOS Intersection Delay (seconds) 

A 0 to 10 

B 10 to 20 

C 20 to 35 

D 35 to 55 

E 55 to 80 

F > 80 

Source: TRB 2000 

 

Manual turning movement traffic counts were conducted at most signalized 
intersections along the U.S. 40 project corridor (L2 Data Collection 2007).  
These counts were completed during the morning and evening commute periods 
when traffic was at its peak. Once the peak hour condition (heaviest traffic flow) 
was determined, the data were entered into Synchro. In Roosevelt, counts were 
not conducted for the morning (AM) peak period or for one intersection (200 
East) during the evening (PM) peak period (the 200 East intersection evening 
traffic was balanced on U.S. 40 for traffic entering from adjacent intersection 
then other movements were adjusted based on similar movements at adjacent 
intersection). To determine the AM peak traffic condition in Roosevelt, a reverse 
percentage flow from the PM peak period along this corridor was applied. An 
average percentage difference calculated from all intersections in Vernal was 
used to adjust for the difference in morning versus evening. Additional count 
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data collected for a different project in Vernal were also considered in the 
analysis (DMJM Harris-AECOM 2007). 

Results 

Highway Segments 

The LOS for each roadway segment of U.S. 40 is based on the two-way design 
hourly volumes and, where presented, the impact that passing lanes have on a 
directional basis within a specific roadway segment. The segments presented in 
this analysis are different from the corridor segments identified in Section 1.1, 
Corridor Study Area. 

In general, the existing LOS along the U.S. 40 corridor is LOS D or better, 
except for one segment just outside of the Vernal-Naples urban area, which is 
shown in Table 2.3-4 and Table 2.3-5. The calculated average travel speed 
ranged from 36 mph to 59 mph, with most segments in the low- to mid-50 mph 
range. The HCS analysis estimated the existing percent time spent following at 
24% to 73%, with most segments in the 30% to 40% range. Both average travel 
speed and percent time spent following were negatively affected in areas where 
no passing lanes exist or just outside of urban areas along the corridor. UDOT 
recognizes the region’s growing transportation needs in its current long-range 
plan and has identified projects to address these issues, including additional or 
extended passing lanes and enhanced transportation facilities (such as turn 
pockets) in smaller to mid-sized urban areas. 
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Table 2.3-4. Two Way HCS Analysis for the U.S. 40 Project Corridor, AM Peak 
Period 

LOS 
Analysis 
Segment Begin MP  End MP 

Section Length 
(miles) 

Volume 
EB/WB LOS 

Average 
Speed (mph) 

% Time Spent 
Following 

1 21.4 35.64 14.24 131/111 A 59.1 25.5 

2 35.64 42.97 7.33 131/111 C 53.9 54.1 

3 42.97 58.34 15.37 114/108 A 59.7 24.4 

4 58.34 72.33 13.99 114/108 A 55.5 32 

5 72.33 85.86 13.53 129/125 A 58 27.1 

6 86.81 104.57 17.76 164/133 D 44.4 58.1 

7 105.56 110.34 4.78 265/261 B 55.5 42.9 

8 115.2 116.62 1.42 265/261 E 37.7 63.8 

9 116.62 120.34 3.72 351/324 C 49.1 54.8 

10 121.9 137.55 15.65 230/281 C 47 63 

11 137.55 139.83 2.28 395/310 C 54.4 57 

12 149.94 157.1 7.16 369/324 D 51.3 69.8 

 

Table 2.3-5. Two Way HCS Analysis for the U.S. 40 Project Corridor, PM Peak 
Period 

LOS 
Analysis 
Segment Begin MP End MP 

Section Length 
(miles) 

 Volume 
EB/WB LOS 

Average 
Speed (mph)  

% Time Spent 
Following 

1 21.4 35.64 14.24 123/129 A 57.8 26.9 

2 35.64 42.97 7.33 123/129 C 53.8 55.4 

3 42.97 58.34 15.37 113/112 A 59.9 24.5 

4 58.34 72.33 13.99 113/112 A 55.9 30.4 

5 72.33 85.86 13.53 122/130 A 58.1 26.3 

6 86.81 104.57 17.76 169/190 D 44 56.6 

7 105.56 110.34 4.78 348/327 C 54.9 50.2 

8 115.2 116.62 1.42 348/327 E 36.5 69 

9 116.62 120.34 3.72 483/446 C 47.7 63.8 

10 121.9 137.55 15.65 282/344 D 47 66.9 

11 137.55 139.83 2.28 560/448 D 52.2 68.2 

12 149.94 157.1 7.16 354/448 D 51.2 73.3 
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Signalized Sections 

Table 2.3-6, Table 2.3-7, Table 2.3-8, and Table 2.3-9 summarize the existing 
LOS in the Roosevelt-Ballard and Vernal-Naples urban areas. These tables show 
that all intersections in Roosevelt are operating at LOS C or better. Intersections 
located in Vernal have peak periods of LOS D through F. The PM peak periods 
generally experience greater delays due to the higher traffic volumes. 

 

Table 2.3-6. U.S. 40 Roosevelt Traffic Signal System, AM Peak Period 

U.S. 40 Cross Street  

 EB WB NB SB 
Overall Intersection  

Delay (seconds) 

Overall 
Intersection 

LOS 

State Street 

Delay1  1.9 0.4 29.5 29.6 

LOS A A C C 
4.2 A 

Lagoon Street  

Delay 7.8 7.7 17.1 13.3 

LOS A A B B 
13.1 B 

200 East Street 

Delay 26 21.1 8.7 15.8 

LOS C C A B 
17.4 B 

N 600 East 

Delay 2.2 2.9 26.9 26.9 

LOS A A C C 
6.3 A 

1 Delay is in seconds. 
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Table 2.3-7. U.S. 40 Roosevelt Traffic Signal System, PM Peak Period 

U.S. 40 Cross Street  

 EB WB NB SB 
Overall Intersection 

Delay (seconds) 

Overall 
Intersection 

LOS 

State Street 

Delay1 2.5 2.3 30.4 30.7 

 LOS A A C C 
5.7 A 

Lagoon Street 

Delay 9.5 9.5 18 18.3 

 LOS A A B B 
15.7 B 

200 East Street 

Delay 33.1 29.8 24.8 26.9 

 LOS C C C C 
28.5 C 

N 600 East 

Delay 3.4 3.5 28.7 28.8 

 LOS A A C C 
7.4 A 

1 Delay is in seconds. 
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Table 2.3-8. U.S. 40 Vernal Traffic Signal System, AM Peak Period 

 U.S. 40 Cross Street  

 EB WB NB SB 
Overall Intersection 

Delay (seconds) 

Overall 
Intersection 

LOS 

100 South 

Delay 19.3 18.5 56.5 24.3 

 LOS B B E C 
27.2 C 

500 West 

Delay 5.2 2.6 26.7 30.3 

 LOS A A C C 
7.6 A 

100 West 

Delay 1.1 1.5 34.9 34.7 

 LOS A A C C 
3.6 A 

US 191 

Delay 3.5 5.4 24.1 27.1 

 LOS A A C C 
10.2 B 

500 East 

Delay 2.7 3 33.1 33.5 

 LOS A A C C 
8.0 A 

1 Delay is in seconds. 
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Table 2.3-9. U.S. 40 Vernal Traffic Signal System, PM Peak Period 

U.S. 40 Cross Street  

Intersection EB WB NB SB 
Overall Intersection 

Delay (seconds) 

Overall 
Intersection 

LOS 

100 South 

Delay1 34 50.6 86.7 22.9 

 LOS C D E D 
46.2 D 

500 West 

Delay 14.5 38.5 63 35.4 

 LOS B D E D 
33.6 C 

100 West 

Delay 1.2 2.8 44.2 41 

 LOS A A D D 
5.7 A 

US 191 

Delay 164.8 7.6 112.8 32.5 

 LOS F A F C 
74.1 E 

500 East 

Delay 5.9 11.3 36.3 46.2 

 LOS A B D D 
15.5 B 

1 Delay is in seconds. 
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2.3.2 Accident History  

One of the most fundamental ways that transportation investments can enhance 
quality of life is by making it possible for people to move around in relative 
safety. While it will never be possible to remove all risk involved in moving 
people or goods, it is an important public policy objective to identify particularly 
high-risk circumstances and address them as comprehensively as possible. 

Improving highway safety requires consideration of the three elements 
influencing traffic operations: the driver, the vehicle, and the roadway. Although 
traffic engineers have effective control over only one of these elements—the 
roadway—from the planning perspective, policies could be implemented to 
address better information outreach and behavior. Traffic safety can be 
approached in a number of different ways: reducing crash occurrences, reducing 
the severity of crash, improving crash survivability, enforcing safety control 
efforts and improving design aspects of the road. Both physical alterations and 
social policies should be considered to enhance safety in the corridor. 

HDR completed a complete analysis of existing crash data for the U.S. 40 
corridor study project area (HDR 2007a). That technical memorandum presents 
an analysis of five years of crash data obtained from the UDOT Office of Traffic 
and Safety (UDOT 2007d). The following summarizes the findings of that 
analysis. For complete information, see the separate U.S. 40 Corridor Study 
Crash History and Analysis (HDR 2007a).  

Methodology 

The UDOT crash database from the Office of Traffic and Safety provides a 
variety of information about each reported crash. In some instances, not all 
information is provided for each crash in each location. Information about each 
individual crash is provided by the police officers called to the scene and depends 
on the specifics of each report.  The information included in an accident report 
generally includes:  

• Location by milepost (as estimated by reporting officer) 

• Crash severity and number of fatalities and injuries 

• Number and type of vehicles 

• Drivers action for each vehicle involved 

• Type of collision 
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• Location in relation to intersection and roadway 

• Contributing circumstances 

• Weather, roadway surface, and light conditions 

• Day-of-week, hour-of-day, and date of crash 

Crash data were obtained for the years 2001 through 2005. The analysis first 
reviewed general accident statistics, including crash history, accident rates, 
accident severity, and related costs. The data were then reviewed more closely 
for information regarding accident frequency and location, relationship to 
roadway intersections (junctions), time of year (month), number of vehicles 
involved, roadway surface condition, type of vehicle involved, type of collision, 
and type of accident. Finally, reviewers examined information about driver age 
and contributing circumstances.  

Summary of Findings 

Analysis of the available data resulted in the following findings: 

• The number of crashes increased significantly since 2003 (that is, over 
2001 through 2003 numbers). 

• The crash rate was above the statewide average for the rural sections of 
the corridor for the last three years of the study. 

• The majority of the crashes (84%) occurred on a dry roadway surface. 

• Failure to yield right-of-way (16%), improper lookout (15%), and 
maintaining too fast a speed (15%) were the three main contributing 
circumstances. 

• Collision with a moving vehicle was the most frequent crash occurrence 
(40%) and the most frequent fatal crash occurrence (73%). 

• Wild animals were involved in 32% of crashes in the study corridor. 
Wild-animal-related incidents were not clustered in one particular area, 
but occurred regularly throughout the corridor. The actual number of 
these types of accidents may actually be higher since many collisions 
involving motor vehicles and wild animals are not reported. 

• After maintaining too fast a speed (17%), failure to yield (11%) was the 
most common contributing circumstance to fatal crashes. 

• Only one out of every four crashes was at an intersection or was 
intersection related. 

October 2007 Existing Facility Conditions Report | 27 



 

• Young drivers (ages 15 to 19) constitute a disproportionately high 
percentage of all drivers involved in crashes in the corridor. Drivers in 
this age group were involved in 16% of the crashes in the study corridor. 

2.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  

Due to its rural nature, U.S. 40 does not have formal bike lanes or bikeways. The 
project segments that travel through more urbanized areas (Segments 3, 5, and 7) 
have sections of sidewalk available for pedestrian use. Bicycle use of existing 
shoulders and crossings is also more prevalent in these areas. Segment 5, which 
includes Roosevelt and Ballard, is crossed by a greenbelt that is used by cyclists 
and pedestrians.  

The bicycle/motor vehicle crash rates of all counties along the corridor are lower 
than the state average (see Table 2.4-1, Bicycle and Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle 
Crash Rates 1995–2004). Recreational cyclists traveling long distances ride along 
the shoulders of U.S. 40. According to the Utah Bicycle Suitability map (UDOT 
2004), most sections of the highway outside of the city limits provide a shoulder 
width of more than four feet.  Two to four-foot wide shoulders are present near 
Strawberry Reservoir (about MP 45 through MP 50), the intersection of U.S. 40 
and SR 208 (about MP 68), and between Naples and Jensen (about MP 148 to 
MP 157). The bicycle suitability maps indicates that U.S. 40 has shoulders less 
than two-feet-wide over Daniels Summit and through the city of Vernal, though 
the U.S. 40 video log shows that such narrow shoulders are not consistently 
present in those areas (see Section 2.1.5, Lane and Shoulder Width). As shown in 
Table 2.4-1, Bicycle and Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle Crash Rates 1995–2004, the 
pedestrian/motor vehicle crash rates for the three counties along the corridor are 
also lower than the state average. 
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Table 2.4-1. Bicycle and Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle Crash Rates 
1995–2004 

Location Ratea Statewide Ranking 

Bicycle/Motor Vehicle Crashes 

Statewide 39.15 NA 

Wasatch County 23.30 9 

Duchesne County 13.21 22 

Uintah County  21.33 14 

Pedestrian/Motor Vehicle Crashes 

Statewide 48.24 NA 

Wasatch County 27.18 14 

Duchesne County 26.86 15 

Uintah County  25.73 17 

a Rate is number per 100,000 people 

Source: Utah Department of Health 2006 
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3.0 Existing Land Use Conditions and 
Demographics 

3.1 Land Use 

Operation of the U.S. 40 corridor is influenced by existing land uses. Future or 
planned land uses will also affect how the highway functions and might 
contribute to future roadway improvement needs. The following is a summary of 
existing and planned land uses along the U.S. 40 project corridor. More detailed 
information about land use along the project corridor is available in the U.S. 40 
Land use Inventory technical report (HDR 2007b). 

3.1.1 General Land Use Characteristics 

Most of the land in the three counties through which the project corridor passes 
(Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties) is publicly owned (Figure 3-1). 
However, as shown in Table 3.1-1, most of the land along the highway is 
privately owned. These statistics indicate that private landowners very likely 
access their land using U.S. 40 and its connecting roads. 

  

Table 3.1-1. Land Ownership along U.S. 40 

Owner / Administrator Acres Percent of Total 

Federal agencies 41,514.38 23.63% 
U.S. Forest Service 27,668.03 15.75% 
Bureau of Land Management 13,846.35 7.88% 

State agencies 14,832.25 8.44% 
Trust Lands 5,119.33 2.91% 
Parks 2,463.02 1.40% 
Division of Wildlife Resources 7,249.90 4.13% 

Ute Tribe 12,972.97 7.39% 

Other 106,300.80 60.52% 
Private 103,658.31 59.02% 
Water bodies 2,642.49 1.50% 

Source: USU 2006 

 



 

This page is intentionally blank. 

\ 

 

32 | Existing Facility Conditions Report October 2007 



  

Figure 3-1. Land Ownership
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There are six incorporated cities situated next to U.S. 40 in the project area: 
Duchesne, Myton, and Roosevelt in Duchesne County and Ballard, Vernal, and 
Naples in Uintah County. There are a number of other towns and settlements 
along or near the corridor as well, including Fruitland, Fort Duchesne, and 
Jensen. For the most part, these towns rely on the larger population centers for 
goods and services, though some services are available in each settlement. 

3.1.2 Local Government Agencies 

Wasatch County Land Use 

Wasatch County is the westernmost county on the project corridor. Its western 
boundary is about 40 miles east of Salt Lake City, the proximity of which greatly 
affects population and employment in the county. Most people who live in 
Wasatch County drive west to go to work in Park City and even the Salt Lake 
Valley. The year-round population and irrigated farmlands are concentrated in 
the Heber and Round Valleys, which are outside (west) of the project area. 
Strawberry Valley, which is along the project corridor to the east of Daniels 
Summit, supports a seasonal (summer) population focused on Strawberry 
Reservoir. 

Future land use and planning for Wasatch County is detailed in the Wasatch 
County General Plan (Wasatch County Planning Commission 2001). Most land 
along U.S. 40 is administered by the USFS, though there is some Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources land west of the reservoir (see Land Ownership figure on 
the following page). Privately held lands are concentrated near Strawberry 
Reservoir. The BLM administers a small piece of land at the western edge of the 
project corridor (Wasatch County Planning Commission 2001; SITLA 2007a). 
There are no incorporated cities along the project corridor in Wasatch County. 

The Wasatch County General Plan includes a 20-year transportation 
improvement program, which is correlated with expected land use patterns over 
the same time period. The transportation improvement program does not identify 
any improvements to U.S. 40 in the project area. The recommended classification 
for U.S. 40 from Heber east to the Wasatch–Duchesne County line is Arterial, 
which is described in the General Plan as needing to “have right-of-ways that 
include adequate space for the roadway, trails, and green space.” Further, the 
General Plan states that driveway access to arterial roads should be discouraged 
and that access should be limited to street intersections (Wasatch County 
Planning Commission 2001). 
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Duchesne County Land Use 

The U.S. 40 corridor traverses the width of Duchesne County, a road distance of 
about 57 miles. The highway passes through three incorporated cities: Duchesne, 
Myton, and Roosevelt. 

Like Wasatch County, most land in Duchesne County is publicly owned, though 
the majority of land along U.S. 40 is privately owned (Duchesne County 1997; 
SITLA 2007b). Starvation State Park, home to Starvation Reservoir, is situated 
on U.S. 40 just west of the city of Duchesne. SR 191, a major highway linking 
the Uintah Basin with areas to the south, intersects U.S. 40 in the city of 
Duchesne. Tribal lands are scattered along the U.S. 40 corridor, though there is a 
contiguous area of tribal land adjacent to the highway between Starvation State 
Park and the city of Duchesne. 

The Duchesne County Plan, completed in 1997 and amended in 1998 and 2005, 
describes county policies, objectives, and action steps to guide the county’s 
future. The plan does not specify a timeframe and does not include a 
transportation plan but does include policies that address access to and across 
public lands. The county’s transportation system map is incorporated into the 
general plan by reference. 

According to the County zoning map (Duchesne County, no date), private land 
along the U.S. 40 corridor is mostly rural residential and agricultural, though 
there are pockets of denser residential and commercial development outside the 
cities. The area around Fruitland (about MP 62) is designated for commercial 
uses, as is the area where SR 208 intersects U.S. 40 (about MP 68) and an area 
north of the highway just east of Starvation Reservoir (about MP 83). A long 
commercial corridor begins just northeast of the city of Myton and continues to 
the city limit of Roosevelt. Land identified for residential development (one 
dwelling unit per 2.5 acres) is concentrated just west of Fruitland, around the city 
of Duchesne, and along the highway just north of Myton. Industrial uses are 
located just north of the city of Duchesne, just north of Myton, and just southwest 
of Roosevelt. Land uses associated with the incorporated cities are discussed 
below. 

Duchesne 

Not to be confused with the community of Fort Duchesne in Uintah County, the 
city of Duchesne is the westernmost incorporated city in the study area. The city 
is the seat of Duchesne County and is located at the intersection of U.S. 40 and 
SR 191, the major route into the Uintah Basin from the south (SR 191 and 
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U.S. 40 are the same roadway from Duchesne to Vernal about 60 miles to the 
east).  

U.S. 40 is also known as Main Street in Duchesne. On its land use map, the City 
designates all land along the highway as Commercial except for a short section 
on the eastern edge of the city along U.S. 40 that is identified as Residential-
Agriculture (suitable for rural residential development). In general, residential 
land south of the highway is designated for rural residential use, while residential 
land north of the highway is identified for more traditional residential use as well 
as rural residential use. There is an area of the very eastern city limit south of 
U.S. 40 that is designated for Industrial use. There is a large area of tribal land 
south of the city along the SR 191 corridor. 

Myton 

Myton is the smallest incorporated city in the study area (population 539 in 2000 
[U.S. Census Bureau 2000]). It is situated about 18 miles east of the city of 
Duchesne on the Duchesne River. Much of the land around Myton is tribal land. 
Land use in Myton is dominated by rural residential development and 
agricultural support activities. 

Roosevelt 

Roosevelt is the largest city in Duchesne County. The city center is located about 
28 miles east of Myton and one mile west of the Duchesne County-Uintah 
County line at the intersection of SR 121 and U.S. 40. Roosevelt serves as the 
commercial center for the nearby small towns and settlements in both counties, 
including the nearby settlements of Ballard (population 566 in 2000 [U.S. Census 
Bureau 2000]) and Fort Duchesne (population 621 in 2000 [U.S. Census Bureau 
2000]) in Uintah County. 

According to the Roosevelt City Planner, most land in the city limits and adjacent 
to U.S. 40 is identified for commercial and industrial uses (Eschler 2007). The 
city’s zoning map assigns a Commercial/Light Manufacturing designation to land 
along the highway between the southwestern city limit and about 800 South. The 
city’s industrial park, which is located near the southwestern city limit, is 
accessed from U.S. 40. North of 800 South, the Commercial/Light 
Manufacturing zone continues on the west side of the highway to about 400 
South, and land on the east side of the highway is designated as Commercial-
Selling. The remainder of the highway corridor through the city maintains the 
Commercial-Selling designation. Residential land is evenly dispersed on either 
side of the highway throughout the city, with densities decreasing with distance 
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from the highway. There is very little agricultural land within the city limits; 
what is present is situated on the city’s boundaries, where it abuts land under the 
jurisdiction of the counties. There are several state-owned parcels just outside the 
city’s boundaries. 

Uintah County Land Use 

Uintah County is the easternmost county in Utah along U.S. 40. The highway 
measures 60 miles from the Duchesne County-Uintah County line to the Utah-
Colorado border, though the project corridor extends only about 42 miles from 
the county line to the community of Jensen near the intersection of U.S. 40 and 
S.R. 129. This intersection is the “gateway” to the Dinosaur National Monument, 
a major tourist destination. 

As in Wasatch and Duchesne Counties, most of the land in Uintah County is 
publicly owned. Ownership along U.S. 40 is a mixture of public (state and 
federal), tribal, and private land, with most of the private land being concentrated 
in and around the cities of Vernal and Naples. Ute tribal land along the highway 
is concentrated in the western part of the county near the tribal headquarters of 
Fort Duchesne, where tribal land is intermixed with private land. BLM-
administered land is concentrated along a 10-mile stretch of U.S. 40 west of 
Vernal, an area that also contains a concentration of state trust lands. Most land 
east of Vernal and Naples is privately owned, though there is a limited amount of 
state trust and BLM-administered land in this area. 

Uintah County completed a General Plan update in 2005 Uintah County 2005a). 
The land use and transportation system maps were adopted after the plan was 
adopted but are still considered part of the General Plan. The land use map 
primarily assigns the less-developed portions of the corridor the Agriculture 
(western and eastern ends of the project corridor) and Mining and Grazing 
designations. The map shows limited amounts of commercially designated land 
associated with the unincorporated communities of Fort Duchesne and Jensen. 
Land uses associated with the incorporated cities are discussed below. 

The 2006 Uintah County Transportation System Map (Uintah County 2005b) 
simply shows U.S. 40 as a state or federal highway. Though the General Plan 
policies do not address U.S. 40 specifically, the County does have guidance for 
access to and from county roads, including county approval of any new public or 
private access. 
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Ballard 

Ballard is the westernmost city in Uintah County on U.S. 40. Ballard abuts 
Roosevelt in Uintah County and is very close to the community of Fort 
Duchesne. 

Land that abuts U.S. 40 in Ballard is zoned for commercial use. Industrial land is 
concentrated on the eastern end of the city, with most industrial land occurring 
north of U.S. 40. Rural residential development is evenly distributed north and 
south of the highway and is concentrated in the western two-thirds of the 
incorporated area. Land on the far north and south ends of the city is zoned for 
agricultural use. The Ballard city offices are off the highway in the southern part 
of this small city at the intersection of 1000 South and 2500 East. 

Vernal 

Vernal, the seat of Uintah County, is about 30 miles east of Roosevelt. The city is 
an important regional center for the oil and gas industries and for recreation. 
SR 191 splits from U.S. 40 in Vernal and provides a connection to the Flaming 
Gorge National Recreation Area. 

Land in Vernal and along the U.S. 40 corridor is primarily zoned for commercial 
and industrial uses. Between the western city limit and about 100 South, most of 
the land is identified as Planned Commercial. There are pockets of residential 
agricultural land at about 2100 South and at the intersection of U.S. 40 and 1500 
West. Some residential parcels are situated near the intersection of U.S. 40 and 
Canal Road, and the land on which the Vernal Middle Schools sits southeast of 
the intersection of U.S. 40 and 100 South is identified as residential. North of 100 
North, U.S. 40 turns to the east. Land in this area, which is the heart of 
downtown Vernal, is zoned as Central Commercial with the exception of 
Kiwanis Park, which is zoned for use as a park. The city offices are located in 
this part of the city at 100 East. Commercial zoning continues until about 800 
East, where the zoning changes to Industrial. The land between this point and the 
eastern city limit maintains the Industrial zoning. 

Naples 

Naples is a small city about two miles southeast of Vernal. Like Vernal, 
commerce in Naples is focused on the oil and gas industries and recreation. 
Naples is the fastest-growing city in the project area (U.S. Census Bureau 2000; 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005). 
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Land in the northern part of Naples is zoned for industrial uses. This is a 
continuation of Vernal’s industrial zone. South of about 1750 South, the zoning 
changes to commercial. There is a Commercial Design Guideline Overlay area 
all along U.S. 40 within the city. The Vernal Airport is accessed from U.S. 40 in 
Naples. The Naples City offices are located in the southern part of the city where 
U.S. 40 turns southeast at the intersection of 1500 East. 

The Naples Transportation Plan (Naples City Corporation 2006) identifies 
U.S. 40 as a 110-foot-wide arterial. The plan also notes that growth in the area 
will require improvements to the intersections of U.S. 40 and 1500 South and 
U.S. 40 and 500 South. UDOT is currently installing a signal at 500 South in 
Vernal; this is a different intersection than the 500 South in Naples that intersects 
U.S. 40. 

3.1.3 State and Federal Government Agencies 

U.S. Forest Service 

The USFS manages much of the land along the western end of the project 
corridor. USFS ownership begins in Daniels Canyon and extends to the east side 
of Strawberry Reservoir. There are a few areas of private ownership in this 
stretch of U.S. 40 (such as at the intersection of East Main Canyon Road and 
U.S. 40, the area west of the reservoir, and around the reservoir itself), but USFS 
is the primary landowner in this area.  

This land is part of the Uinta National Forest. The project corridor passes through 
the Strawberry Reservoir Management Area, as described in the Uinta National 
Forest Plan. The reservoir is the main feature of the management area, and 
U.S. 40 provides the primary access to the area, though the area is managed for 
multiple uses. The area experiences heavy recreation use due to its notable sport 
fishery and its proximity to population centers in the Salt Lake and Utah Lake 
Valleys. The forest plan recognizes the importance of U.S. 40 in the Strawberry 
Reservoir Management Area but does not prescribe any specific goals or 
objectives for the highway’s relationship to future resource management in the 
area. 

Bureau of Land Management 

Most of the federal BLM-administered land along the project corridor is between 
the eastern boundary of the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation and Vernal, though 
there are small areas of BLM administration on the western end of the corridor 
near Heber and on the eastern end near Jensen.  Most of the BLM-administered 
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land along the corridor is managed by the BLM’s Vernal Field Office. The BLM 
has identified formal Transportation and Utility Corridors throughout the region, 
including along and near U.S. 40 between the eastern boundary of the Uintah-
Ouray Indian Reservation and the state trust lands west of Vernal and between 
the eastern limits of the city of Naples to the Utah-Colorado state line. According 
to BLM, the purpose of designating these transportation corridors is to show 
where the agency encourages the placement of utilities, and the corridors largely 
exist in areas where there are existing facilities. Any improvements to U.S. 40 
would not affect the way BLM currently manages the land along these corridors. 
If improvements to U.S. 40 required acquisition of right-of-way from BLM, then 
that agency would consider how such an action could affect overall ownership 
and management of its landholdings in the area (Howard 2007). 

State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration 

The State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) 
owns parcels of land and mineral-only lands (subsurface land) all along U.S. 40. 
Most SITLA-owned land along the project corridor is situated between the 
eastern boundary of the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation and the city of Vernal. 
SITLA-owned mineral-only lands occur in Daniels Canyon in Wasatch County 
and between the cities of Duchesne and Roosevelt in Uintah County. 

SITLA land, which is managed for the financial benefit of 12 real estate trusts, is 
occasionally made available for purchase by private parties. SITLA surface land 
can also be leased for telecommunication towers, commercial and industrial 
enterprises, cabin sites, and agriculture; be permitted for grazing; be used for 
easements for roads, pipelines, power lines, and other types of transmission lines; 
and be used short-term for activities such as filming (such as movies and 
commercials) and other organized events (such as cross-country races). 
Subsurface lands can be leased for mineral resources such as oil, gas, coal, sand, 
and gravel. 

State of Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources manages a number of wildlife 
management areas (WMAs) on or near U.S. 40. A portion of an unnamed WMA 
intersects the highway at about MP 23, and the Currant Creek WMA touches 
U.S. 40 at about MP 58. Other WMAs that are close to but not on the corridor 
include the Strawberry River WMA and the Tabby Mountain WMA (DWR 
2002). The WMAs are managed for passive recreational use (such as hiking and 
wildlife viewing), habitat protection, big-game hunting opportunities, fishing, 

October 2007 Existing Facility Conditions Report | 41 



 

and as wildlife refuges. Overnight camping is allowed at the Currant Creek and 
Tabby Mountain WMAs. 

Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation 

The Uintah and Ouray Reservation is located in the heart of the Uintah Basin. 
The reservation headquarters are in Fort Duchesne, which is just south of 
U.S. 40. It is the second largest Indian reservation in the United States and 
encompasses over 4.5 million acres. The Uintah Mountains define the northern 
border of the reservation, while the Green River runs through the reservation’s 
southern end. 

The tribal government oversees the reservation and about 1.3 million acres of 
off-reservation trust land. There are several distinct residential communities 
associated with the reservation. The tribal government operates several 
businesses that also define much of the land use, including mining (oil, gas, tar 
sands, and gilsonite) and livestock production. 

3.1.4 Land Use Survey 

In April of 2007, HDR conducted a “windshield” (driving) survey of the U.S. 40 
corridor. This study was conducted in order to verify information on land use 
maps obtained from cities in Uintah and Duchesne counties and from the 
Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah County governments. The survey is presented 
according to eight segments along the corridor; more detailed information is 
available in the Land use Inventory technical report. 

Segment 1: Project Start (MP 21) to Daniels Summit (MP 34). This 13-mile-
long segment passes through mostly undeveloped land in Wasatch County. One 
USFS toilet area is available at about MP 34. However, this site is intended for 
use during winter recreation activities and is not maintained during summer 
months. Most land along the highway is managed by USFS. 

Segment 2: Daniels Summit (MP 34) to the Western Duchesne City Limit 
(MP 86). This segment, which is 52 miles long, passes through mostly 
undeveloped land in Wasatch and Duchesne Counties. Most land between 
Daniels Summit and Strawberry Reservoir is managed by USFS, though there is 
limited private recreational development around the reservoir. Between the 
eastern side of the reservoir and western Duchesne County, the corridor passes 
through state-owned land (WMAs) and private land. Most of the land between 
the Wasatch County–Duchesne County line and the city of Duchesne is privately 
owned and is used for agriculture with scattered residential use. The land around 

42 | Existing Facility Conditions Report October 2007 



  

Starvation Reservoir is managed as a state park. A UDOT rest area is available 
on the south side of U.S. 40 at MP 70. 

Segment 3: Incorporated Area of Duchesne City (MP 86 to MP 88). This 
two-mile-long segment in Duchesne County consists of the portion of the 
corridor within the Duchesne city limits. Development is typical of that found in 
rural towns. Land along the highway is dedicated primarily to commercial uses, 
though there is some residential and industrial development. 

Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne (MP 88) to the Western Limit of 
Roosevelt (MP 112). This 24-mile-long segment covers an area dominated by 
private and tribal land. This area supports some agricultural production and 
limited oil and gas development with scattered residential use. A residential 
community called Utah Mini Ranches is located just west of the Strawberry 
River turn-off between MP 88 and MP 96.5. This segment passes through the 
city of Myton at MP 104.5 to MP 106. Development in Myton is typical of rural 
towns, with scattered residential and agriculture. The segment is entirely within 
Duchesne County. 

Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Incorporated Areas (MP 112 to MP 119). 
This segment, which is 7 miles long, encompasses the area within the 
incorporated limits of the cities of Roosevelt and Ballard. The Duchesne County–
Uintah County line marks the political division between Roosevelt and Ballard, 
but the area functions as a single, more urbanized area. A privately owned paint 
ball park is located on the south side of the highway at MP 118. Development is 
dominated by commercial uses, though there is some residential development 
and agricultural use interspersed along the segment. 

Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard (MP 119) to the Western Limit of Vernal 
(MP 142). This 23-mile-long segment is characterized by tribal land and private 
land in the western half and BLM-administered and state-owned land in the 
eastern half. A school is located on U.S. 40 at MP 119.5, and low-density 
residential and commercial use continues until MP 122. Agricultural use 
occupies land along MP 122 through 125.5. A rest area with picnic facilities is 
located at about MP 140. There is some oil- and gas-related development along 
the highway, though most oil and gas wells are south of U.S. 40 on tribal and 
BLM-administered land. This segment is entirely within Uintah County. 

Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Incorporated Areas (MP 142 to MP 149). This 
seven-mile-long segment is dominated by urban development normally 
associated with rural cities. Development immediately adjacent to the highway is 
characterized by commercial and industrial development, with limited residential 
development interspersed throughout. The city of Naples begins at about MP 148 
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where agricultural and residential use is interspersed with commercial and 
industrial development. 

Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples (MP 149) to Project End (MP 157). This 
segment, which is 8 miles long, is mostly under private ownership and is 
characterized by rural residential and agricultural development. A power station 
is located along the north side of U.S. 40 at MP 151. A newly graded area that 
appears to be prepared for development is located at MP 154.9, but it is unknown 
if this area will serve commercial or residential use. A church and park are 
located on the north side of the highway at MP 156.5. State-owned land that 
touches the highway just west of Jensen supports a limited number of oil and gas 
wells. 

3.2 Demographics 

Operation of the U.S. 40 corridor is influenced by existing population and 
employment in the area. Population and employment growth will affect how the 
highway functions and might generate the need for future roadway 
improvements. The following is a summary of current and projected population 
and employment in the cities and counties along the U.S. 40 project corridor. 
Most of the information presented below is based on the best available data and 
may not reflect localized population and employment trends. More detailed 
demographics information is available in the Technical Memo on Population and 
Employment for Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah Counties (HDR 2007c). 

3.2.1 Population 

Although Wasatch County is only marginally within the project corridor, 
demographic changes in the county, particularly in the Heber City area, might 
affect the western end of the corridor. Much of the traffic on this western end of 
the corridor that originates in Wasatch County and beyond would be related to 
recreational use in the Uintah Basin. However, employment growth in the Uintah 
Basin might also contribute to the continued development of the Heber City-
Midway area, resulting in more trips between the basin and eastern Wasatch 
County. As one of the most rapidly growing counties in Utah, Wasatch is 
projected to grow at an average of 3.72% per year between 2000 and 2030 and 
reach 30,760 people in 2030 (15,433 people in 2000; 
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Figure 3-2). Migration accounts for almost 60% of the projected growth 
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a).  

October 2007 Existing Facility Conditions Report | 45 



 

Figure 3-2. Wasatch County Projected 30-Year Population Growth 
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Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a 

 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget projects a total population of 
21,500 people in Duchesne County by 2030 (Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Budget 2005a). This will mean adding 7,100 people between 2000 and 2030 at 

al growth (births minus 
eaths) will account for 83% of the population increase between 2000 and 2030 

Figure 3-3. Duchesn

an approximate annual growth rate of 1.35%. Natur
d
(Figure 3-3).  

 

e County Projected 30-Year Population Growth 
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Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a 

 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget expects the population in Uintah 
County to increase by 5,350 people between 2000 and 2030 (Figure 3-4). The 
Governor’s Office projects an annual growth rate of 0.64% between 2000 and 
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2030, resulting in a population of 30,760 people by 2030 (Governor’s Offi
Planning and Bu

ce of 
dget 2005a). Given the recent increase in oil and gas 

development in the basin, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
projections might be lower than the actual annual growth rate of the more 
populated areas of Uintah County.  

Figure 3-4. Uintah County Projected 30-Year Population Growth 
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ernor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a 

s 
show moderate growth in both Duchesne and Uintah County and very rapid 

rowth in Wasatch County. As mentioned above, recent oil and gas development 

nor’s Office of Planning and Budget projections. Updated information 
from the Governor’s Office and from the Uintah Basin Association of 
Governments (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2007) continues to 
show moderate growth in Duchesne County (+1.3% per year) and in Uintah 
County, though at a slightly higher rate than projected in 2005 (up to +1.7% per 

Source: Gov

 

Overall, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget population projection

g
might result in a growth rate for Uintah County that is not reflected in the 
Gover

year from 0.64% per year; Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2007a). 
Figure 3-5 compares the projected population growth for the counties along the 
corridor at each five-year increment and the total expected population by 2030.  
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Figure 3-5. Compar
Duchesne, and Uint

ison of Projected 30-Year Population Growth for Wasatch, 
ah Counties 

21,497

46,193

19,021

15,0371

30,641,289
27,07126,31725,224

37,082

25

20,1

10,000

15,000

25,000

30,000

40,000

45,000

5 2020

89715, 4314,

29

,516

3815,215
20,000

35,000

50,000

2000 200 2010 2030

Duche untysne Co Uintah Co yunt W yasatch Count
 

e: Gove ffice o g an t 2005

Cities along the corridor are projected to grow between 0.6% and 1.3% annually 
between 2000 and 2030. Heber City, east of the project study area is projected to 

ares the c  projected population 

 

Figure 3-6. Compar  
U.S. 40 Project Corr

Sourc rnor’s O f Plannin d Budge a 

 

grow at 2.9%. Figure 3-6 comp ities’ growth. 

ison of Projected 30-Year Population Growth for Cities Along the
idor 

0
2,000
4,000
6,000
8,000

10,000
12,000
14,000
16,000
18,000

2000 2005 2010 2020 2030

Duchesne city Roosevelt city Ballard town

Naples city Vernal city Heber city
 

Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a 

 

48 | Existing Facility Conditions Report October 2007 



  

Table 3.2-1 summarizes the expected population growth for each county and city
in the corri

 
dor as well as state totals. 

Table 3.2-1. Expected Population Growth along the U.S. 40 Project Corridor 

Population 

Area 

Census 

2000 2005 2010 2020 2030 

Average 
Annual Growth 

Rate 

       

Utah 2,233,169 2,528,926 2,833,337 3,486,218 4,086,319  2.03% 

Wasatch County 15,433 20,138 25,516 37,082 46,193  3.72% 

Heber city 7,291 9,521 11,133 14,361 17,081  2.88% 

Duchesne County 14,371 15,043 15,897 19,021 21,497  1.35% 

Duchesne city 1,408 1,466 1,549 1,854 2,095  1.33% 

Myton city 539 559 591 707 799  1.32% 

Roosevelt city 4

Uintah County 2 26,317 27,071 29,289 30,641  0.65% 

590 607 657 687  0.65% 

Naples city 1,300 1,412 1,453 1,572 1,644  0.79% 

Vernal city 7

Source: Governor’s Office

,299 4,462 4,716 5,642 6,377  1.32% 

5,224 

Ballard town 566 

,714 7,898 8,125 8,790 9,196  0.59% 

 of Planning and Budget 2005a 

 

 in traffic, 
particularly in Duchesne and Vernal, are much higher than the expected 
population growth. Although a high percentage of through traffic could partially 
explain this, there seems to be a need for adjustment between the traffic and 
population projection in the corridor.  

Figure 3-7 compares the projected percentage increase in traffic along the more 
urbanized segments of the corridor, with the projected percentage increase in 
population in the cities along those segments. The increases
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Figure 3-7. Comparison of Projected 30-Year Population Growth and Traffic Along 
the U.S. 40 Project Corridor 
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3.2.2 Employment 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget provides employment projections 
at the county level only (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budge 2005b).  
Except for Wasatch County, which is expected to grow at 3.15% per year, 
employment growth in the counties along the corridor is expected to be less than 
half to a third of the rate expected for the state (0.84% for Duchesne County and 
0.45% for Uintah County compared to 1.96 for the State of Utah). Table 3.2-2 
and Figure 3-8 summarize employment growth by county. 

Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2005a; Utah Department of Transpor
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Table 3.2-2. Emp

 

loyment Growth by County along the U.S. 40 Corridor 

Employment 

2001 2005 2010 2020 2030 

Average 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate Area 

       

Utah 

Duchesne County 

Uintah County 

Wasatch County 

Source: Governor’s Off et 2005b 

1,392,577 1,482,410 1,697,725 2,084,097 2,493,070  1.96% 

8,113 7,888 8,189 9,333 10,437  0.84% 

14,188 14,071 14,534 15,394 16,216  0.45% 

7,727 8,788 11,081 15,543 19,607  3.15% 

ice of Planning and Budg

 

Figure 3-8. Projected 30-Year Employment Growth for Wasatch, Duchesne, and 
Uintah Counties 
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Most of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget projections do not seem 
to reflect the current rate of employment activity related to the oil and gas 
industries in Uintah County. Preliminary traffic projections for the corridor 
indicate a higher level of activity than that explained by the projected population 
and employment numbers, even when assuming a high percentage of through 
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traffic (see Section 2.3.1 above for more detailed information about traffic 
conditions). Recent estimates by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
project a peak in Uintah County mining employment of about 4,000 workers in 
about 2010 and then a decline of about 25% in the following 20 years 
(Governor’s 007b). The estimated 2050 mining 
employment would still be about the same as the 2004 high employment rate 
(about 3000 workers). The projected decline is due to a number of factors, the 
most significant of which are the low number of workers that will be needed to 
operate the completed wells (about 5 workers are needed per completed well) 
and the estimated resource extraction amounts over time. Like Uintah County, 
Duchesne County’s economy is driven in a large part by jobs in the natural 
resources and mining and trade, transportation, and utilities industries. Because 
of this, it is likely that the same mining employment trend would apply to 
Duchesne County.  

 Office of Planning and Budget 2
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4.0 Existin

4.1 U

 and a complementary but 
ese planning 

processes are guided by state and federal law and as well as UDOT’s goals, 

e 

 improvement program address improvements to U.S. 40 and 

4.1.1 Statewid

The Statewide Transportation Plan is made up of five separate plans: a long-
ion plans prepared by 

the state’s four designated metropolitan planning organizations. The LRTP is the 
plan for rural and small urban areas in Utah and covers all highways designated 
as state routes, U.S. highways, and interstates outside of the metropolitan 

S. 40 corrido  not in a 
anning area. 

The LRTP is updated every four years. UDOT adopted a new LRTP covering the 
 2007 and 2030 o  projects in 

as an “unfu clude or 
ffect are included in th

ng from U.S. 189 outh of 
canyon), 9.8 miles in Wasatch County  

o t), five miles in 
ne County  

g Transportation Plans 

tah Department of Transportation Plans and Guidance 

UDOT prepares a statewide transportation plan
separate statewide transportation improvement program (STIP). Th

which are: 

• Take Care of What We Have 

• Make the System Work Better 

• Improve Safety 

• Increase Capacity 

UDOT’s Systems Planning and Programming group, as well as the regional 
offices, carry projects from the planning stages through construction. Th
following summarizes how the statewide transportation plan and statewide 
transportation
provides information about UDOT’s environmental review procedures.  

e Transportation Plan 

range transportation plan (LRTP) and regional transportat

boundaries. The U. r is addressed in the LRTP because it is
designated metropolitan pl

period between n in June 2007. The plan addresses
three phases as well nded phase”. Projects that would in
directly a e LRTP include: 

• Wideni  (in Heber City) to Daniels Road (m

• Widening of SR 121 fr m U.S. 40 to MP 5 (Roosevel
Duches
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• Widening from Vernal to SR 149 (Jensen), 10.9 miles in Uintah County  

These project Passing lanes 
in all areas of the state are included in the three funded phases. The LRTP also 

may ses in 
an areas, inc

4.1.2 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

UDOT’s STIP is a five-year plan of highway and transit projects for the state of 
Utah. The STIP is published every year and includes transportation projects on 

ay systems, as well as projects in the national 

’s 

 40 corridor. It 
should be noted that one of the purposes of this corridor study is to identify 

P as well as subsequent STIPs. 

rojects Along the U.S. 40 Corridor 

Project Number 

s are all included in the “unfunded Phase” category. 

notes that additional priorities  by identified from future needs analy
emerging small urb luding Vernal. 

 

the state, city, and county highw
parks, national forests, and Indian reservations. These projects are funded 
through a number of federal and state programs. 

The STIP serves two basic purposes. First, it is the basis for approval of federal-
aid highway and transit funds by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Second, the STIP is UDOT
official work plan for the development of projects through conception, 
environmental studies, right-of-way acquisition, planning, and advertising for 
construction. 

Table 4.1-1 lists the current 2007-2012 STIP projects for the U.S.

additional projects for inclusion in the next STI

Table 4.1-1. 2007–2012 STIP P

Project Type Project Location 

Wasatch County 

NH-0040(52)29 Roto

F-0040(69)40 Asp

Duchesne County 

BHF-0040()83 Brid

SP-0040(61)122 Con

S-0040(64)88 Pass

NH-0040(5)111 Wid

Uintah County 

SP-9999(738) Reco ernal 

NH-0040(49)115 Widening (to 3 lanes) U.S. 40–east Roosevelt to Ballard eastern city limit 
Note: Project completed in 2007 

mill and overlay road U.S. 40–Clegg Canyon to Strawberry Valley 
Note: Project completed in 2007 

halt pavement reconstruction U.S. 40 MP 54.7 to Wasatch-Duchesne County Line 

ge rehabilitation U.S. 40 bridge over Starvation Reservoir 

struct new traffic signal U.S. 40 and 7500 East, Fort Duchesne 

ing lanes U.S. 40–between Duchesne and Roosevelt 

ening (to 3 lanes) U.S. 40– west Roosevelt to Ioka Junction 

nstruct intersection for traffic signal U.S. 40 and 500 South in V
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Table 4.1-1. 2007–2012 STIP Projects Along the U.S. 40 Corridor 

Project Number Project Type Project Location 

S-0040(68)141 Passing lanes U.S.40 from MP 139 to MP 141 

S-R399(36) Inte

S-0040(60)136 Wid
Note: Project completed in 2007 

STP-LC47(10) Bea

Source: UDOT 2007a 

rsection improvement U.S. 40 and SR 88 intersection 

ening and adding passing lanes U.S.40–“Twists” to Vernal 

utification Vernal city 

4.1.3 UDOT En

ects. 

le 

ied forward, 

4.2 Federal

4.2.1 U.S. Fore

The USFS administers much of the federal land along the western end of the 
Forest. Federal ownership begins in 

 Reservoir. 

al 

vironmental Services  

UDOT has an established process for environmental review of proposed proj
If projects receive federal funding or require some other sort of federal action, 
such as issuance of a federal permit, UDOT works closely with the responsib
federal agency to ensure that the environmental review also meets that agency’s 
needs. UDOT has specific guidance for the preparation of environmental 
documents, analysis of impacts (such as those related to traffic noise), and 
preparation of technical reports (such as geotechnical studies). If carr
projects identified through the U.S. 40 corridor study would be evaluated through 
the Environmental Services division, as needed and appropriate. 

 Agency Plans and Guidance 

st Service 

project corridor as part of the Uinta National 
Daniels Canyon and extends to the east side of Strawberry

The USFS updated its land and resource management plan for the Uinta Nation
Forest in 2003 (USFS 2003). The project corridor passes through the Strawberry 
Reservoir Management Area of the forest. The reservoir is the main feature of the 
management area, and U.S. 40 provides the primary access. The area has heavy 
recreation use due to its notable sport fishery and proximity to population centers 
in the Salt Lake and Utah Lake valleys. The land and resource management plan 
recognizes the importance of U.S. 40 in the Strawberry Reservoir Management 
Area but does not prescribe any specific goals or policies for the highway’s 
relationship to future resource management in the area. 
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4.2.2 Bureau o

re 

astern end near Jensen (SITLA 2007a, 2007b, and 
2007c). 

 
ard 

 
ffice’s management area (BLM 2005). These 

corridors were previously identified through the BLM’s western regional corridor 

tified these corridors along U.S. 40 between the eastern 
boundary of the Uintah-Ouray Indian reservation Lands west 
of Vernal and between the eastern limits of the city of Naples to the Utah-
Colorado state line. According to the BLM, the designation of these 

orridors is to show wh  the agency encourages the placement of 
utilities, and the corridors largely exist in areas where there are existing facilities. 
Any improvements to U.S. 40 would n e way the BL tly 
manages its lands along these corridors uction of imp ts to U.S. 

uired acquisition of right-of-way M, then that a ould 
er how such an action may affec wnership and ent of its 

landholdings in the area (Howard 2007). 

4. Indian Reservation Road Inventory 

Indian reservation roads (IRRs) are publ hat provide 
access to an Indian reservation or Indian trust land; restricted Indian land that is 
not subject to fee title alienation withou of the Federal government; 

s, or communities in which Indians 
and Alaska Natives reside and whom the Secretary of the Interior has determined 
are eligible for services generally available to Indians under Federal laws 
specifically applicable to Indians. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) maintains 
an IRR Program, which includes a comprehensive road inventory, in support of 
its road funding program. The IRR inventory includes information on road 
classifications, route numbers, bridge numbers, current and future traffic 
volumes, maintenance responsibility, and ownership. 

f Land Management 

Most of the BLM-administered land along the project corridor is between the 
eastern boundary of the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation and Vernal. There a
also small areas of BLM-administered land on the western end of the corridor 
near Heber City and on the e

The Vernal Field Office completed a draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) on its proposed draft Vernal District Resource Management Plan (RMP) in
2004. The BLM is currently preparing a supplement to the draft EIS (How
2007). The proposed Vernal RMP identifies transportation and utility corridors
throughout the Vernal Field O

study, so they currently exist and are not dependent upon finalization of the 
RMP. The BLM has iden

and the State Trust 

transportation c ere

ot affect th M curren
. If constr rovemen

40 req  from BL gency w
consid t overall o  managem

3 

ic roads located within or t

t the approval 
and Indian or Alaska Native Villages, group

October 2007 Existing Facility Conditions Report | 57 



 

The Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation is in the BIA’s Western Region. The IRR 
s lists 124 road segments in 

Uintah and Duchesne counties (51 in Duchesne County and 73 in Uintah County; 

o 

Table 4.3-1. Summ
the Uintah-Ouray I

data for the reservation and associated trust land

two of the Uintah County segments are listed as “proposed”) representing 64 
official routes. The routes can cross county lines and in some cases extend int
neighboring Grand County. 

Though Uintah-Ouray Reservation IRR includes some information about 
functional classifications, road ownership, roadbed condition, surface type, 
shoulder type, and pavement condition, it does not provide specific information 
on the location of the 64 routes. Table 4.3-1 summarizes the condition of 
reservation road segments in Duchesne and Uintah Counties for which nearly 
complete data are available. 

ary of IRR Segments in Duchesne and Uintah County Portions of 
ndian Reservation 

 Number of Segments 

 Duchesne County Uintah County 

Segments of Existing Road, Including Bridges 51 71 

Segment Surface Type1 

Native 

Gravel 

Bituminous Material < 2” T

Bituminous Material > 2” T

66 

1 0 

State 10 5 

County or Township 

Other Federal Agencies 

1 Segments that are on brid

Source: BIA 2006 

 

  

17 (35%) 22 (33%) 

12 (25%) 8 (12%) 

hick 5 (11%) 3 (4%) 

hick 14 (29%) 34 (51%) 

Segment Ownership   

BIA 33 

Tribe 

6 0 

1 0 

ges are not included in the surface type inventory. 
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4.4 Wasatch County Plans and Guidance 

 

orated 

ounties while limiting the 
impacts of major corridors on overall quality of life. One of the main purposes of 

s. 
n the Heber City-Midway area, which 

he 

ly 
ear Daniels Summit. This road serves rural 

ays 
ould have right-of-ways that include adequate space for 

trails, and green space. The General Plan discourages driveway 
access to arterial roadways but does not include specific access standards.  

4.5 D

4.5.1 Du

The Duchesne County General Plan (Duchesne County 1997, as amended in 
77 

y across non-reserved 
porates the county’s 

 transportation system map 

n of, and maintained to be free from such 
, and washouts 

l two-wheel 

Wasatch County completed its 20-year Master Transportation Plan in 1998. The
intent of this plan is to identify a system that will accommodate the county’s 
anticipated growth through 2020. The Master Transportation Plan is incorp
into the county’s general plan (which was completed in 2001) by reference. 

The Master Transportation Plan focuses on improvements that will encourage 
connectivity between neighboring communities and c

the plan was to update street classifications and to recommend improvement
Recommended improvements are focused o
is out of the corridor study area; the plan does not directly address U.S. 40. T
plan does recommend improvement to a section of Main Canyon Road (between 
Roundy Lane and the USFS boundary), which parallels U.S. 40 and ultimate
intersects the highway on USFS land n
residential development on private land and provides access to recreational 
opportunities on the USFS land.  

The Wasatch County General Plan includes a transportation chapter. This plan 
shows U.S. 40 as an arterial roadway. The General Plan states that roadw
identified as arterials sh
the roadway, 

uchesne County Plans and Guidance 

chesne County General Plan 

1998 and 2005) contains a section that addresses public access and RS 24
roads (roads built prior to October 21, 1976, on rights of wa
federal lands). As noted above, this section also incor
transportation system map by reference. The current
contains B roads only. B Roads are all public highways, roads, or streets that are 
traveled ways under the jurisdictio
obstructions as excessive high centers, overgrowth of vegetation
by a county or incorporated municipality over which a conventiona
drive vehicle may travel. The general plan does not specify physical standards 
(such as geometric or access standards) for B roads. 
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4.5.2 Ci

Duchesne 

ansportation plan in 2005 
(UDOT 2005c). The Duchesne Community Transportation Plan states that U.S. 

 proper and allows access to 
r U.S. 40 is described in the plan. 

wing projects as having the highest priority to the 

. 

UDOT and the city of Roosevelt completed a draft Transportation Master Plan 

 to the 
th 

wing projects as having the highest priority: 

affic during the summer months. 
In addition, hourly traffic on U.S. 40 generally peaks during afternoon commute 

ty Plans 

The city of Duchesne and UDOT completed a draft tr

40 provides a vital function to Duchesne City
adjacent municipalities. No specific width fo

The plan identifies the follo
Duchesne City Transportation Advisory Committee: 

• Signal warrant study for intersections along U.S. 40, especially the 
intersection of U.S. 40 and SR 87  

• Speed study at each entrance to the city, including those on U.S. 40 

• Construct turn pocket on U.S. 40 at east end of town for businesses 
adjacent to Strawberry River  

Duchesne experiences a significant increase in traffic during the summer months
In addition, hourly traffic on U.S. 40 generally peaks during the afternoon 
commute hours (between 3:00 PM and 6:00 PM). Duchesne recognizes the need 
to provide direction for continual maintenance and improvements to its 
transportation system. 

Roosevelt 

2005 (UDOT 2005d). This plan is intended to provide direction for maintenance 
and improvements to the transportation system that are directly related
city’s recent increase in population.  The plan does not describe a specific wid
for U.S. 40.   

The plan identifies the follo

• Replace Dry Gulch irrigation culvert under US 40 

• Improve intersection of US 40 and SR 121 

• Make improvements to Cottonwood Creek Bridge on US 40 to address 4 
lane to 2 lane bottleneck  

• Add sidewalk to Cottonwood Creek bridge over US 40 

Roosevelt experiences a significant increase in tr
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hours (between 3:00 PM and 6:00 PM). Accident data provided by UDOT for 
2003 show a higher than expected accident rate at MP 114.94 and MP 115.55.  

Roosevelt recognizes the importance of building and maintaining safe roadways 

4.6 Ui

4.6.1 Transpor

ads 

ads 

ersecting roads that are 
tch 

ment area in 
88 

south to connect to Interstate 70 to provide an alternate route for some of this 

rsecting the highway between the 
Vernal/Naples area and the eastern project limit. SR 149, identified as a state 

intersects U.S. 40 at the eastern project terminus. 

4.6.2 Ui

s 
e 

me 

and coordinating with UDOT during development of a master 
oad maintenance plan.  

for auto traffic as well as pedestrians and bicyclists. 

ntah County Plans and Guidance 

tation System Map 

As noted earlier, the 2005 Uintah County Transportation System Map classifies 
U.S. 40 as a state road (Uintah County 2005b). Many different types of ro
intersect U.S. 40 along its length in Uintah County, including paved, gravel, 
native material, unmaintained (i.e., roads that are not maintained by the county 
but may be maintained by another entity), and city roads. Most intersecting ro
in the Fort Duchesne area are paved and once the highway crosses into the 
Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation, there are many int
not maintained by the county. Major roads that are maintained along the stre
between the reservation boundary and Vernal include SR 88 (state highway), 
Road 2230 (native material), Twelvemile Wash Road (paved turning to gravel), 
McCoy Flats Road (paved), and Dog Valley Road (native material). SR 88 
carries a substantial amount of traffic related to oil and gas develop
the southern part of the Uintah Basin. Uintah County would like to extend SR 

traffic (Steinvorth 2007). 

A number of paved roads intersect U.S. 40 east of Vernal and Naples. There are 
only a few unmaintained roads inte

highway, 

ntah County General Plan 

The Uintah County General Plan includes a transportation chapter, which focuse
on overarching county-level policies (Uintah County 2005a). As noted above, th
plan does not specifically address U.S. 40. The plan does, however, include so
policies that address general roadway development or coordination with UDOT. 
These policies include direction on developing and maintaining county road 
standards 
transportation plan and r
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4.6.3 City Plans

 transportation plan for Ballard in 2005 (UDOT 2005e). 
e importance of building and maintaining safe roadways, 

destrians and bicyclists. No specific width 

d bicycle tour groups traveling along U.S. 

experiences a high 
rate of longer combination vehicle (large truck) traffic coming from oil fields 

hese trucks have 
esses, oil 

well access roads, and turning on to and off of U.S. 40.  

Like other small cities along the corridor, Ballard experiences a significant 
e 
. 

 plan identifies the following projects as having the highest priority: 

 

Vernal 

The city of Vernal, in coordination with UDOT, completed a transportation 

 the 
nt. 

 

Ballard 

UDOT completed a draft
This plan recognizes th
not only for auto traffic but also for pe
for U.S. 40 is described in the plan. 

Ballard is actively promoting the improvement of bicycle facilities to 
accommodate recreational cyclists an
40.  As Ballard grows, pedestrian traffic will be accommodated through 
improvement to sidewalk system along the highway. Ballard 

around Ballard along U.S. 40 northwest to Salt Lake City. T
difficulty negotiating tight turning radii when entering or leaving busin

increase in traffic during the summer months. In addition, hourly traffic flows ar
consistent with afternoon commuter peak and increase between 3:00 to 6:00 PM
Accident data provided by UDOT for 2003 show a higher than expected accident 
rate between MP 121.78 and MP 123 along U.S. 40.  

Ballard’s

• Widen US 40 from Ballard to Fort Duchesne 

• Improve the intersection of US 40 and 3500 East (modify turn radii and
add turn lanes) 

master plan in 2006 (UDOT 2006d). 

Within the incorporated area of Vernal, U.S. 40 is classified as a major arterial. 
The plan describes U.S. 40 as a direct link to Colorado, Salt Lake City, and
nearby recreation areas of Flaming Gorge and Dinosaur National Monume

The transportation plan identifies some of the major transportation issues as 
follows:  

• Motorist safety 

• Bicycle and pedestrian safety 
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• Signals 

• City gateway aesthetics 

• Property access 

• Truck traffic  

• Speed limits 

The Technical Advisory Committee for the transportation plan identified the 

• Intersection improvement at U.S. 40 and 500 East (east side) 

• Roadway improvement on 1000 South from U.S. 40 to 500 East  

Traffic flow on U.S. 40 is consistent with summer recreation use, and peaks in 
the month of July. Daily traffic flows peak between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM and 
reflect commuter travel as well as student traffic from campuses in Roosevelt and 
Vernal. Accident data from UDOT for 2002 demonstrate a higher than expected 
accident rate between MP 139.69 and MP 141.47 in the incorporated area of 
Vernal.  

Uintah Basin Transportation Special Service District, an independent quasi-
governmental agency, also does some transportation planning for Vernal. The 
Special Service District is currently working with the city on a bypass roadway 
planning effort. As of this time, no formal plans have been proposed for a bypass.  

Naples 

UDOT and the city of Naples jointly completed a transportation plan in 2006 
(UDOT 2006e). The plan recognizes the need to improve circulation in the area 
in order to accommodate anticipated growth and development. The plan 
identifies major transportation needs, many of which focus on the U.S. 40 
corridor, which is the lifeline of Naples.  

The Naples Transportation Plan identifies U.S. 40 as a 110-foot-wide arterial. 
Major collector streets (which have a right-of-way width of 80 feet) intersecting 
U.S. 40 in the city include 500 South, 1000 South, 1500 South, 2000 South, 2500 
South, and 3000 South. Typical cross sections are included in the plan. 

following as priority improvements: 

• Intersection improvement at U.S. 40 and 1000 South (west side) 

• Intersection improvement at U.S. 40 and 100 South 

• Intersection improvement at U.S. 40 and 500 East 
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Finally, the plan provides a good summary of needs and presents a project list 
and cost estimates. In summary, the plan states that there is a need to complete a 
study of East U.S. 40 that addresses access management, signal warrants, and 
realignment and relocation of SR 45. Specific recommendations for projects not 
currently listed in the STIP include: 

• Wid evelt to Vernal (the STIP includes 
only  and east Ballard) 

• Widen SR 45 and realign its intersection with U.S. 40 

• Complete intersection improvements at U.S. 40 and 1500 South 

• Complete intersection improvements at U.S. 40 and 500 South 

• Complete signal warrant studies for the intersections of U.S. 40 and 500 
South and U.S. 40 and 1500 South 

en U.S. 40 all the way from Roos
 the portion between east Roosevelt
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5.0 Issues

5.1 Issues I

5.1.1 What Ha

tion process for the U.S. 40 Corridor Study occurred during 
March, April, and May 2007.  The process included stakeholder interviews, 

takeholder workshops, and individual comments received 

al 
: 

 Highway Patrol, 
city police departments, and county sheriff’s departments 

ounty Special Transportation District representatives 

nd 
 mailings to attend one of three public workshops to learn about the 

project and to provide input regarding corridor issues. The public meetings were 
held in Vernal, Roosevelt, and Heber City on April 30, May 1, and May 2, 2007, 

rmal presentation and information 
available in an open house format to introduce the corridor study process, present 

resent highlights of the issues heard to 
ding particular corridor issues.   

 a chance to interact and  to 

 Summary 

dentification Process  

s Happened to Date? 

The issues identifica

public workshops, s
through the U.S. 40 Corridor Study web site or directly by UDOT.   

Stakeholder interviews included one-on-one and small group sessions with a tot
of about 60 stakeholders across the corridor. Stakeholders interviewed included

• County commissioners from Wasatch, Duchesne, and Uintah counties 

• Elected officials and staff representing the cities of Naples, Vernal, 
Roosevelt, and Duchesne 

• County road department personnel 

• School district representatives  

• Law enforcement and safety personnel from the Utah

• Uintah C

• UDOT maintenance supervisors for U.S. 40  

• USFS personnel from the Uinta National Forest  

• Ute Indian Tribal representatives 

The public was invited via general postcard mailings, media announcements, a
targeted

respectively. These workshops included a fo

basic existing condition information, p
date, and to gather input regar

Stakeholder workshops gave interested stakeholders
openly discuss the project corridor, issues, and potential solutions. 
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Representatives from local governments; local, state, and federal agencies; key 
d to attend 

 on 
ly. The workshops included 

 conditions and a 
summary of the issues that had been identified to date. Stakeholders were invited 

d new issues and to provide input regarding priorities for the general types 
of corridor issues.   

5.1.2 What

 workshops, and through ongoing communication 
with the public to carry the project into the next stage. Using this information, 

ze the 
ation, and identify feasible potential 

 Once 
s, 

 of 
sion, goals, and objectives 
eport will consider 

comments received during this second round of workshops. 

5.2 Issues Highlights 

formation about issues gathered 
ribed above. UDOT recognizes 

that these issues are not yet verified for accuracy and have yet to be evaluated to 
o corridor operations. Additional comments on 

on as part of the final corridor 

5.2.1 Safety 

g traffic, especially trucks 

causes conflicts  

businesses; and affected organizations across the corridor were invite
one of three stakeholder workshops in Vernal, Roosevelt, and Heber City
April 30, May 1, and May 2, 2007, respective
presentation of information about basic existing corridor

to ad

 Happens Next?  

UDOT will use information gathered during the stakeholder interviews and 
workshops, during the public

UDOT will develop a vision statement for the corridor, identify and prioriti
most urgent issues in need of consider
projects that will address these issues while maintaining the corridor vision.
UDOT develops a preliminary project list and statements of goals and objective
it will sponsor another round of stakeholder and public workshops. The intent
these workshops will be to receive comments on the vi
and on the preliminary project list. The final corridor r

The following summarizes the highlights of in
during the stakeholder and public activities desc

determine level of significance t
issues are expected and will receive considerati
report. 

• Increasin

• Car and large truck conflicts 

• High vehicle speeds 

• Merging, intersection, and access conflicts 

• Insufficient capacity, which 
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• School bus stops on highway 

• Bicycle and pedestrian issues; dangerous crossings in cities  

5.2.2 Conges

 caused by lack of capacity 

n peak hour (commute hour) congestion from 

rough cities, which results in noise and 

 oil and gas industry 

 and corridor-wide growth and development  

s in cities  

5.2.3 Growth and Developmen

nd planned residential development, especially in and around the 

s: 

o Industrial (Naples) 

o Daniels Summit Lodge expansion 

5.2.4 Intersec

 SR 88, SR 87, SR 191, SR 45 

o  Pleasant Valley Road  

• Wildlife strikes throughout corridor  

• Livestock on roadway through Daniels Canyon 

tion 

• Delays from Duchesne to Jensen 

• Slow truck access and merging, which causes congestion 

• Morning and afternoo
Duchesne to Jensen 

• Congestion between and th
pedestrian conflicts 

• High volume and increasing truck traffic from

• Anticipated community

• Lack of transit (bus) services on the corridor  

• Increasing conflicts with driveway

t Along the Corridor 

• New a
cities and near Strawberry Reservoir 

• Non-residential development, such a

o Utah State University in Vernal 

o Commercial development in cities  

tion Conflicts 

• Truck access point conflicts 

o

o Twelvemile Road (southwest of Vernal) 
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o Bridgeland Road (also known as East River Road, between 

) 

• City intersection conflicts throughout Roosevelt, Duchesne, Vernal , and 
Jensen 

k of 

•

5.2.5 Roadway Design & Operation 

t areas 

Narrow bridges 

(short) passing lanes 

ght distance on hills 

isting striping; roadway striping is difficult to see at 
ht 

ient intersection geometrics for truck turning movements 

mage from large trucks 

5.2.6 Environmental 

e crossings and wildlife strikes throughout corridor 

rns: uncontrolled stormwater runoff; potential 
 throughout the 

• Drainage: insufficient drainage systems; highway drainage incompatible 
with city systems 

• Hazardous Materials: hazardous materials in and leaking from trucks; 
incorrect placard use to identify hazardous materials 

Duchesne and Myton) 

o Bonanza Road (east of Jensen, outside of project area

• Turning movement conflicts, including left turn conflicts with lac
protection from through traffic 

 Merging conflicts (lack of protection from through traffic) 

• Passing lane conflic

• Insufficient lane capacity  

• Narrow shoulders 

• Lane restrictions 

• 

• Insufficient 

• Insufficient si

• Need to review ex
nig

• Insuffic

• Roadway da

• Wildlif

• Water resource conce
effects to water district facilities and water delivery
corridor 
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• Wetlands: from Bridgeland to Myton 

• Air quality: road dust and dirt from trucks through cities  

• Noise: truck noise through cities 

5.2.7 Other Issues 

• Potential im  Bridgeland through Myton 

• Lack of beautification through cities 

• Overuse of USFS toilets at recreation sites 

5.3 General Issues Priorities 

At the stakeholder workshops described above, participants were invited to name 
and prioritize what they believed were the most important issues that UDOT 
should consider as it plans for the future of U.S. 40. The top three issues 
identified at each stakeholder meeting location are as follows: 

Vernal 

1. Congestion 

2. Intersections 

3. Roadway design 

Roosevelt 

1. Safety 

2. Congestion 

3. Roadway design 

Heber City  

1. Safety 

2. Reduced congestion 

3. Improved roadway design 

pacts to tribal lands from
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Appendix A. Recen Surfa e Tre 40 Projec
   

t c atments to the U.S. t Corridor 
Last Major Construction reatment Last T Planned and Future Treatments 

Location BMP EMP Type Year Type Year Type Year 

18.08 27.71 Asphalt New Construction  2002 new pavement structure 2002 surface seal 2008 

      surface rejuvenation 2012 

      structural overlay 2016 

Jct. SR-189 to Clegg Cyn. 

      surface seal 2017 

27.71 34.54 Asphalt New Construction  2001 surface seal 2002 structural overlay 2007 

      surface seal 2008 

      surface rejuvenation 2012 

Clegg Cyn. to Daniels Summit 

      surface seal 2016 

34.54 41.39 Asphalt New Construction  1998 surface seal 2004 structural overlay 2009 

      surface seal 2010 

      surface rejuvenation 2014 

Daniels Summit to Strawberry 
Maintenance Shed 

      surface seal 2018 

41.39 50.78 Asphalt New Construction  1998 surface seal 2004 structural overlay 2010 

      surface seal 2011 

      surface rejuvenation 2015 

Strawberry Maintenance 
k Dam  Shed to Soldier Cree

      surface seal 2019 

50.78 58.69 Asphalt New Construction  1998 surface rejuvenation 2005 surface seal 2008 

      structural overlay 2012 

      surface seal 2013 

Soldier Creek Dam to 
y Wasatch/Duchesne Count

Line 

      surface rejuvenation 2017 

58.89 68.25 Asphalt New Construction  1978 structural overlay 2002 surface seal 2008 

      surface rejuvenation 2012 

      surface seal 2016 

Wasatch/Duchesne County 
Line to Jct. SR-208 

      structural overlay 2020 

68.25 85.85 Asphalt New Construction  1996 surface seal 2002 surface seal 2008 Jct. SR-208 to Duchesne 
Western City Limit       surface rejuvenation 2012 
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   Last Major Construction Last Treatment Planned and Future Treatments 

Location BMP EMP Type Year Type Year Type Year 

      surface seal 2016 

      structural overlay 2020 

85.85 86.8 Asphalt New Construction  1994 surface rejuvenation 2003 surface seal 2008 

    surface rejuve  nation 2012 

      surface seal 2016 

Duchesne Western City Limit 
to Eastern City Limit 

      structural overlay 2020 

86.8 97.21 Asphalt New Construction  1994 structural overlay 2003 surface seal 2009 

    surface rejuve  nation 2013 

      surface seal 2017 

Eastern City Limit to Antelope 
Creek Bridge 

      structural overlay 2021 

97.21 97.69 Asphalt New Construction  1998 structural overlay 2003 surface seal 2009 

    surface rejuve  nation 2013 

      surface seal 2017 

Antelope Creek Bridge to MP 
97.693 

      structural overlay 2021 

97.69 105.37 Asphalt New Construction  1998 structural overlay 2003 surface seal 2009 

    surface rejuve  nation 2013 

      structural overlay 2017 

MP 97.693 to Myton 

      surface seal 2018 

105.37 109.49 Asphalt New Construction  1998 structural overlay 2003 surface seal 2009 

    surface rejuve  nation 2013 

      structural overlay 2017 

Myton to Jct. SR-87/Ioka 
Lane 

      surface seal 2018 

109.49 115.21 Asphalt New Construction  1993 surface rejuvenation 2004 structural overlay 2008 

      surface seal 2009 

      surface rejuvenation 2013 

Jct. SR-87/Ioka Lane to 
Duchesne/Uintah County Line 

      surface seal 2017 

Duchesne/Uintah County Line 115.21 121.69 Asphalt New Construction  1994 structural overlay 2005 surface seal 2011 
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   Last Major Construction Last Treatment Planned and Future Treatments 

Location BMP EMP Type Year Type Year Type Year 

      surface rejuvenation 2015 

      structural overlay 2019 

to old RP 123 

      surface seal 2020 

121.69 130.45 Asphalt New Construction  1994 structural overlay 2005 surface seal 2011 

      surface rejuvenation 2015 

      surface seal 2019 

Old RP 123 to Jct. SR-88 

      structural overlay 2023 

130.45 141.46 Asphalt New Construction  1997 structural overlay 2005 surface seal 2011 

      surface rejuvenation 2015 

      structural overlay 2019 

Jct. SR-88 to Vernal Southern 
City Limit 

      surface seal 2020 

141.46 145.87 Asphalt New Construction  1992 surface seal 2003 surface seal 2009 

      surface rejuvenation 2013 

      structural overlay 2017 

Vernal Southern City Limit to 
Naples North City Limit 

      surface seal 2018 

145.87 156.6 Asphalt New Construction  1997 structural overlay 2005 surface seal 2011 

      surface rejuvenation 2015 

      surface seal 2019 

Naples North City Limit to 
9000 East 

      structural overlay 2023 

156.6 158.62 Asphalt New Construction  1997 surface seal 2005 surface seal 2011 

      structural overlay 2015 

      surface seal 2016 

9000 East to Old RP 160 

      surface rejuvenation 2020 

Source: UDOT 2007b 
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Appendix B. Current Bridge Ratings for the U.S. 40 Corridor Study Area 

Structure 
Number 

Bridge 
Beginning 
Milepost 

Sufficiency 
Rating 

Bridge 
Condition 

E-2017 Strawberry River Bridge 36.9 80 Good 

F-602 Currant Creek Bridge 58.1 80 Good 

D-595 Red Creek Bridge 65 43.3 Poor 

D-592 Bridge over Sand Wash 66.5 62 Fair 

C-560 Starvation Reservoir Bridge 81.1 82.7 Good 

F-265 Strawberry River Bridge 85.7 84.8 Good 

F-62 Strawberry River Bridge 87.2 81.3 Good 

E-1293 Grey Mountain Canal Bridge 95.6 80.3 Good 

F-690 Antelope Creek Bridge 97.2 96.7 Very Good 

E-966 Bridgeland Myton Wash Bridge 100.2 87.9 Good 

C-794 Duchesne River Bridge 105.3 95.9 Very Good 

E-1096 Dry Gulch Canal 106.3 79.1 Fair 

V-1695 Dry Gulch Canal 110.5 87.6 Good 

D-593 Cottonwood Creek 114.6 75.2 Fair 

D-658 Pipe over Highway 40 118.4 60 Fair 

C-321 Uintah River Bridge 121.6 91.2 Good 

E-1158 Bridge over Sand Wash 129.5 95.1 Very Good 

E-1499 Halfway Hollow Wash Bridge 130.9 91.7 Good 

E-1500 Twelve Mile Wash Bridge 133.7 90.7 Good 

D-828 Steinaker Canal Bridge 142.6 84.4 Good 

F-593 Ashley Creek Bridge 153.7 96.6 Very Good 

Source: UDOT 2007c 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Crash History and Analysis 

One of the most fundamental ways that transportation investments can enhance 
quality of life is by making it possible for people to move about the state in 
relative safety. While it will never be possible to remove all risk involved in 
moving people or goods, it is an important public policy objective to identify 
particularly high-risk circumstances and address them as comprehensively as 
possible. 

Improving highway safety requires consideration of the three elements 
influencing traffic operations: the driver, the vehicle, and the roadway. Although 
traffic engineers have effective control over only one of these elements—the 
roadway—from the planning perspective policies could be implemented to 
address better information outreach and behavior. Traffic safety can be 
approached in a number of different ways: reducing crash occurrences, reducing 
the severity of crashes, improving crash survivability, enforcing safety control 
efforts, and improving design aspects of the road. Both physical alterations and 
social policies should be considered to enhance safety in the corridor. 

This technical memorandum presents an analysis of 5 years of crash data 
obtained from Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Office of Traffic and 
Safety.  

1.2 Study Area  

This study encompasses a specific area along U.S. 40 through Wasatch, 
Duchesne, and Uintah Counties in Utah. The study corridor begins in the west at 
Mile Post (MP) 21.4, roughly the mouth of Daniels Canyon, and ends 
approximately 135 miles to the east at MP 157.1, at the edge of Jensen. The study 
corridor is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Study Area Map 
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The UDOT crash database provides a variety of information about each reported 
crash. At times, not all information is provided for each crash in each location. 
Crash data are provided by the police officers called to the scene and depend on 
the specifics of each report. The information generally includes:  

• Location by milepost (as estimated by reporting officer) 
• Crash severity and number of fatalities and injuries 
• Number and type of vehicles 
• Driver’s action for each vehicle involved 
• Type of collision 
• Location in relation to intersection and roadway 
• Contributing circumstances 
• Weather, roadway surface, and light conditions 
• Day of week, hour of day, and date of crash 

The first section of the document includes the main findings and overall crash 
statistics. Subsequent sections present the information using the following 
structure: 

Corridor’s Crash Statistics 
Crash History 
Crash Rates  

Crash Severity 
Costs 

 
Where and When 

Crash Frequency and Location 
Relation to Junction 
Crashes by Month 

 
Vehicles, Conditions, and Events 

Number of Vehicles Involved 
Roadway Surface Condition 

Type of Vehicle Involved 
Type of Collision 
Type of Accident 

 
Drivers and Circumstances 

Driver’s Age 
Contributing Circumstances 
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2.0  Main Findings 

• The number of crashes increased significantly in 2004–2005 over 2001–
2003. 

• The crash rate was above the statewide average for the rural sections of 
the corridor for the last 3 years of the study. 

• The majority of the crashes (84%) occurred on a dry roadway surface. 

• Failure to yield right-of-way (16%), improper lookout (15%), and 
maintaining too fast a speed (15%) were the three main contributing 
circumstances. 

• Collision with a moving vehicle was the most frequent crash occurrence 
(40%) and the most frequent fatal crash occurrence (73%). 

• Wild animals were involved in 32% of crashes in the study corridor.* 
Wild-animal-related incidents were not clustered in one particular area, 
but occurred regularly throughout the corridor. 

• After maintaining too fast a speed (17%), failure to yield (11%) was the 
most common contributing circumstance to fatal crashes. 

• Only one out of every four crashes was at an intersection or intersection-
related. 

• Young drivers (age 15–19) constitute a disproportionately high 
percentage of all drivers involved in crashes in the corridor. Drivers in 
this age group had 16% of the crashes in the study corridor. 

* May be higher, since many wild animal collisions go unreported.

  

 



 
 
 

June 2007 U.S. 40 Corridor Study Crash History and Analysis |7 

3.0  Crash Statistics and Rates 

Crash data were obtained for the years 2001 through 2005. The data reflect 
the crashes where accident reports were completed and do not include or 
purport to estimate unreported crashes that may have occurred during the 
analysis period.  

3.1 Crash History  

As shown in Table 1, there were 2,054 crashes in the U.S. 40 corridor study 
area during the 5-year analysis period. A total of 3,020 vehicles were 
involved.  

2004 and 2005 saw a nearly 20% increase in crashes annually over 2001–
2003. The average annual number of crash-related fatalities doubled from 
2001 to 2002 and then stayed level for the rest of the study period. 

 

Table 1. Crash History by Year for U.S. 40 Corridor, 2001–2005 

Fatalities Injuries* Total

2001 4 1.0% 59 15.2% 43 11.1% 282 72.7% 5 103 911

2002 8 2.1% 82 21.2% 39 10.1% 258 66.7% 13 137 995

2003 7 1.8% 77 20.2% 43 11.3% 255 66.8% 9 131 846

2004 7 1.5% 77 17.0% 46 10.2% 322 71.2% 8 128 1035

2005 7 1.6% 79 17.8% 42 9.4% 317 71.2% 9 123 1091

Total 33 1.6% 374 18.2% 213 10.4% 1434 69.8% 44 622 4878

Year
Number of Crashes

Total Fatal Injury* PDOPossible Injury

Persons Involved in Crashes

445

2054

388

387

382

452

 
Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

* Includes Bruises and abrasions (code 3) and Broken bones or bleeding wounds (code 4) / Possible Injuries (code 2) 
not included. - PDO= Property Damage Only 

Fatal crashes accounted for approximately 1.6% of all crashes. Overall, there 
were 33 fatal crashes resulting in 44 fatalities. Injury crashes accounted for 
approximately 18.2% of all crashes, with 374 crashes resulting in 622 
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injuries of varying severity. Crashes with property damage only (PDO) 
accounted for approximately 70% (1,434) of all crashes.  

3.2 Crash Rates 

UDOT maintains annual crash rate information for different types of 
roadways throughout the state. The crash rate calculation takes into account 
the characteristics of the roadway including number of travel lanes, access 
control, type of median, roadway width, and average annual daily traffic 
(AADT) volumes. It is based on the millions of vehicle-miles traveled. 

The accident rate data for the U.S. 40 corridor have been divided into two 
groups for this study based on the functional classifications of U.S. 40. The 
section of U.S. 40 that passes through Vernal and Naples, from MP 141.46 to 
MP 148.24, is listed by UDOT as “other small urban area principal arterial,” 
whereas the remainder of the corridor is “other rural principal arterial.” 
While AADT does rise as the corridor passes through Roosevelt, that area 
has not been reclassified from rural by UDOT and so is considered as rural 
for the purposes of this study. 

Table 2 compares the local accident rate to the state average accident rates 
for these functional classes. The accident rate reflects the number of 
accidents that occur in a segment per 1 million vehicle-miles traveled. In 
both the rural and small urban areas, the average accident rate over the 5-year 
study period was lower than the state average. 
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Table 2. Average Accident Rates in the Study Area and Across the State, 2001–
2005 

Functional Class US 40 Corridor Utah Statewide Average
Rural Principal Arterial-Other, AADT < 5000  1.35 1.46
Small Urban Principal Arterial-Other, AADT 20000 2.06 3.53

Accident Rates (per 1 MVM)

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

Yet 2002 was the only year in which the rural accident rate, at 1.33, was 
much lower than the state average (Table 2). Without the low rate achieved 
that year, the average would have been 1.54, over the state average for 
similar roadways.  

Table 3 also shows that 2001 was an extraordinarily low year for crashes in 
the Vernal-Naples area. Unlike the rural data, however, even without the 
lowest crash rate figured in, the area is still below the state average. 

In general, the yearly data reflect a trend toward higher crash rates in both 
rural and small urban segments. The rural crash rate should be especially 
concerning, as it has been steadily above the state average since 2002.  

 

Table 3. Accident Rates by Year for the U.S. 40 Corridor, 2001–2005 

  Accident Rates (per 1 MVM) 

Functional Class 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Utah 
Average 

Other Rural Principal Arterial, 
AADT < 5000 1.45 1.33 1.52 1.71 1.49 1.46 

Other Small Urban Principal 
Arterial, AADT >20000 1.62 2.52 2.43 2.28 2.51 3.53 

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

3.3 Severity Rates 

UDOT uses accident severity rates to compare the intensity of injury 
occurring during crashes among segments of road of the same functional 
classification. This rate assigns crashes a point value commensurate with 
their severity and then averages the total severity score by the number of 
crashes. 
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Table 4 lists the severity rates for the two sections of the study corridor as 
well as the average statewide severity rate for like roads. In both cases, the 
crashes along the study corridor tend on average to result in less severe 
injuries than they do across the state. 

Table 4. Average Accident Severity Rates in the Study Area and Across the State, 
2001–2005 

Functional Class US 40 Corridor Utah Statewide Averag

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

e
Rural Principal Arterial-Other, AADT < 5000  1.63 1.7
Small Urban Principal Arterial-Other, AADT 20000 1.56 1.62

Severity Rates 

 

Table 5 presents the severity rate data by year. Both sections of the corridor 
had severity rates higher than the state average in 2002. The rural severity 
rate may be inflated by the drop in rural accidents that year. For both 
sections, though, the severity rate spiked in 2002 and has slowly fallen each 
year since. 

 

Table 5. Severity Rates by Year for the U.S. 40 Corridor, 2001–2005 

  Severity Rate 

Functional Class 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Utah Average 

Other Rural Principal Arterial, 
AADT < 5000  1.55 1.71 1.69 1.58 1.62 1.7 

Other Small Urban Principal 
Arterial, AADT >20000 1.52 1.68 1.57 1.62 1.44 1.62 

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

3.4 The Cost of Crashes 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has assigned monetary values 
for each level of crash severity. These values attempt to quantify the various 
costs to the public—property damage, hospitalization for injury, and loss of 
life among them—resulting from unsafe passages. This value is one measure 
of the cost of not making needed improvements to a roadway.  

Table 6 calculates the cost of crashes on the U.S. 40 corridor. From 2001 to 
2005 the equivalent of $169 million was lost through accidents on this 
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corridor. Based on this data, crashes cost the public $33.8 million annually 
on this stretch of highway alone. 

Table 6. Costs of Crash Incidents, 2001–2005 

Accident Severity PDO Possible Evident Incapacitating Fatal Grand Total

Number of accidents 2001-2005 1434 213 214 160 33 2054

Cost per incident* 2,616 24,854 47,092 235,458 3,401,059

Total cost, in millions of dollars 3.8 5.3 10.1 37.7 112.2 169.0
  

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety, *FHWA 

 

Figures 2 through 5 map the location of each accident described in this 
section by its severity. Fatalities are more prevalent toward the mountains 
and canyons of the west than the urban area to the east. (While the FHWA 
uses separate measures for Evident and Incapacitating injuries, this study 
refers only to injury crashes.) For ease of reference, the corridor was broken 
into four sections for mapping in this document.  
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Figure 2. Accidents by Location and Severity, 2001-2005, Map 1 
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Figure 3. Accidents by Location and Severity, 2001–2005, Map 2 
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Figure 4. Accidents by Location and Severity, 2001–2005, Map 3 
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Figure 5. Accidents by Location and Severity, 2001–2005, Map 4 
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4.0  Where and When 

There is a notable increase in crashes in the urbanized areas, particularly 
Vernal (Figure 6). Areas of urbanization as these typically have higher traffic 
volumes, and a greater number of intersections and access roads, making 
crashes more likely than in rural areas. The area in Vernal that relates to the 
highest crash incidents is around the downtown. This is to be expected given 
the higher traffic volumes and the series of signals that controls traffic in the 
downtown. 

Figure 6. Crash Frequency and Location 
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Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

4.1 Junctions 

The area formed when two roadways meet is referred to as a “junction.” 
Junctions include intersections, interchanges, and entrance/exit ramps. As 
can be seen in Table 7, crashes occurring within the U.S. 40 corridor study 
area are not highly related to junctions. Over three-quarters of the total 
number of crashes along this corridor are not junction-related (1,561).  
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Table 7 shows the crash data in terms of junction involvement. Those crashes 
which occurred at junctions were over three times more likely to have 
happened at four-way stops than at T-style intersections (374 crashes versus 
119). Four-way-stop intersections prove particularly hazardous in the 
urbanized areas: around MP 86 in Duchesne, from MP 99 to MP 106 through 
Myton, MP 111 to MP 116 through Roosevelt, and MP 140 to MP 150 
through Vernal.  

Table 7. Crash History by Relationship to Junction by Severity, 2001–2005 

Nonjuction 1561 76% 26 79% 254 68% 150 70% 1131 79%

4 Way Intersection 374 18% 6 18% 83 22% 47 22% 238 17%

T Intersection 119 6% 1 3% 37 10% 16 8% 65 5%

Total 2054 33 374 213 1434

Possible Injury

Relation to        
Junction

Number of Crashes

Total Fatal Evident Injury PDO

 
Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

Figure 7 displays the crash data by month of the year. In August, during the 
peak summer driving season, the average annual daily traffic (AADT) in the 
corridor study area is 10,273 vehicles a day. That is an increase of 2,500 
vehicles per day over the month of lowest use, January, which sees 7,624 
vehicles a day.  
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Figure 7. Crash History and Average Annual Daily Traffic by Month, 2001–2005 
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Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety, UDOT Planning Statistic Section 

Crashes: Total Number between 2001 and 2005 

ADT: Average Daily Traffic in 2006 recorded by Automatic Recorder 425 – MP 111.56 

 

According to Figure 7, crashes are influenced by both traffic and poor 
weather. August may have the highest AADT, but it has only the fourth-
highest average crash rate because the roads stay clear in the hot weather. 
Instead, crashes spike in November and December, during which poor winter 
road conditions combine with heavy holiday road use to contribute to 
crashes. Those months with low AADT and fair conditions, such as April 
and September, see the fewest crashes in this corridor. 
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5.0  Vehicles, Conditions, and Events 

Table 8 puts the crash data in terms of crash severity and number of vehicles 
involved. While most accidents involved just one car, those involving two 
cars were more likely to result in injury or fatality. For fatal crashes, 86% of 
incidents involved two vehicles (24); 21% involved a single vehicle (6). For 
crashes involving Property Damage Only (PDO), a single vehicle was 
involved in 61% of the crashes (879); two vehicles, 37% (525).  

Table 8. Crash History by Number of Vehicles Involved, 2001–2005 

1 1155 56% 6 21% 184 49% 86 40% 879 61%

2 827 40% 24 86% 166 44% 112 53% 525 37%

3 67 3% 2 7% 23 6% 14 7% 28 2%

4 or more 5 0% 1 4% 1 0% 1 0% 2 0%

Total 2054 28 1% 374 18% 213 10% 1434 70%

Number of 
Vehicles 
Involved

Total Fatal Evident Injury Possible Injury

Number of Crashes

PDO

 
Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

Table 9 describes the road conditions at the time of each crash. Most crashes 
(84%) occurred on dry roads, with just 7% taking place in wet conditions and 
5% in snow. While snowy, wet, and icy conditions contributed to 16% of all 
crashes, they contributed to 39% of fatal accidents. This suggests that 
weather contributes to the severity of crashes in the corridor more than their 
likelihood of occurring. 
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Table 9. Crash History by Roadway Surface Condition, 2001–2005 

Dry 1706 84% 20 61% 309 84% 165 77% 1212 85%

Wet 150 7% 7 21% 21 6% 28 13% 94 7%

Snowy 98 5% 5 15% 22 6% 7 3% 64 4%

Ice 79 4% 1 3% 16 4% 11 5% 51 4%

Oily 2 0% - - - - 1 0% 1 0%

Unknown 2 0% - - - - 1 0% 1 0%

Total 2037 33 2% 368 18% 213 10% 1423 70%

Roadway 
Surface 

Condition

Number of Crashes

Total Fatal Evident Injury PDOPossible Injury

 

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

As can be seen from Figure 8 through Figure 11, mountainous conditions and 
high altitudes combined to make some particularly dangerous areas for 
winter driving. The stretch from MP 25 to MP 34, the western approach to 
Daniels Summit, saw many crashes due to snowy and icy conditions. So did 
the area around Deep Creek, MP 54 to MP 58. After Deep Creek, ice and 
snow were less often a factor in crashes, except for in urban areas and around 
MP 130 and MP 155, on either side of Vernal.  
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Figure 8. Accidents by Surface Conditions, 2001–2005, Map 1 
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Figure 9. Accidents by Surface Conditions, 2001-–2005, Map 2 
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Figure 10. Accidents by Surface Conditions, 2001–2005, Map 3 
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Figure 11. Accidents by Surface Conditions, 2001–2005, Map 4 
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Table 10 displays the crash data by crash severity and vehicle type. From this 
table it is evident that the severity of injury resulting from an accident is 
dependent in part upon the type of vehicle(s) involved. For example, 
motorcycles, although they made up only 1% of all crashes (31), accounted 
for 6% of fatal crashes (4). Pickups and SUVs made up almost half (47%, or 
1,430) of the automobiles involved in crashes, but just over one-third (35%) 
of those involved in fatal accidents.  

Table 10. Crash History by Type of Vehicle, 2001–2005 

Pickup/SUV 1430 47% 22 35% 249 41% 162 45% 997 50%
Passenger Car 1234 41% 28 44% 262 43% 161 45% 783 39%
Pickup/SUV & Other Trailer 47 2% 1 2% 9 1% 5 1% 32 2%
Tractor & Long Trailer 39 1% 2 3% 9 1% 3 1% 25 1%
Motorcycle 31 1% 4 6% 21 3% 4 1% 2 0%
Truck & Trailer 20 1% 1 2% 2 0% 2 1% 15 1%
Publicly Owned Passenger Car 19 1% 0 0% 3 0% 4 1% 12 1%
Pickup/SUV & House Trailer 18 1% 0 0% 2 0% 1 0% 15 1%
Enclosed Box Single Unit Truck 18 1% 1 2% 3 0% 2 1% 12 1%
Tractor & Short Trailer 18 1% 0 0% 4 1% 2 1% 12 1%
Hit & Run 17 1% 0 0% 9 1% 3 1% 5 0%
Tractor - Long trailer - Short Trailer 16 1% 1 2% 4 1% 2 1% 9 0%
Publicly Owned Pickup/SUV 10 0% 0 0% 1 0% 2 1% 7 0%
Pickup/SUV & Boat 9 0% 0 0% 3 0% 0 0% 6 0%
Truck & Trailer: Cab Only 9 0% 0 0% 3 0% 1 0% 5 0%
Pickup with Vehicle in Tow 9 0% 0 0% 8 1% 0 0% 1 0%
Motorhome 8 0% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0% 6 0%
Flatbed/Tow Truck 8 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 8 0%
Special Equipment (e.g. Fire Trucks) 7 0% 0 0% 3 0% 1 0% 3 0%
Tractor & 2 Trailers 7 0% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 6 0%
ATV/Snowmobile 5 0% 2 3% 1 0% 2 1% 0 0%
Dump Truck 5 0% 0 0% 2 0% 0 0% 3 0%
School Bus 4 0% 0 0% 2 0% 0 0% 2 0%
Pickup with Camper 3 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 0%
Ambulance 3 0% 0 0% 3 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other: Carriage/ Plane/Etc. 3 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 0%
Truck & Long Trailer 3 0% 0 0% 1 0% 0 0% 2 0%
Motorhome with Boat or Vehicle in town 3 0% 0 0% 2 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Garbage Truck 3 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0% 2 0%
Passenger Car & Boat 2 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0%
Truck & Mobile Home 2 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0%
Tractor & 2 Short Trailers 2 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Commercial Bus 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Farm Equipment 1 0% 0 0% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Tractor & 2 Long Trailers 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Cargo Tank 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Trailer with Vehicle in Tow 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Auto Transporter 1 0% 0 0% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Snow Plow 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%

Total 3019 63 2% 609 20% 360 12% 1987 66%

Type of Vehicles Involved
Number of Vehicles Involved by Crash Severity

Total Fatal Evident Injury Possible Injury PDO

 
Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 
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In other cases, the mix of vehicles on the road can contribute to the number 
and severity of crashes in an area. U.S. 40 has seen increased truck activity 
over the course of the study period due to an increase in oil activity in the 
area. The number of large commercial trucks involved in crashes jumped 
after 2001 from 4% to 5% and has held steadily around 5% since (Table 11).  

Table 11. Trucks as a Percentage of Vehicles in Crashes, 2001–2005 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Number of trucks involved in crashes 22 31 26 33 31 

Number of vehicles involved in crashes 555 591 549 643 664 

Percent of vehicles which were trucks 4.0% 5.2% 4.7% 5.1% 4.7% 

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

Furthermore, as can be seen in Figure 12 through Figure 15, crashes 
involving large trucks occurred particularly to the east of Duchesne from 
MP 87 to MP 89 and west of Roosevelt from MP 110 to MP 112; in neither 
case is there a passing lane for passenger cars to overtake slower truck 
traffic. Truck crashes were also prevalent in through Vernal’s 35-mph in-
town zone (MP 142 to MP 145).



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Collisions Involving Trucks, 2001–2005, Map 1 
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Figure 13. Collisions Involving Trucks, 2001–2005, Map 2 
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Figure 14. Collisions Involving Trucks, 2001–2005, Map 3 
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Figure 15. Collisions Involving Trucks, 2001–2005, Map 4
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Table 12 summarizes the 5-year crash history by the type of collision that 
occurred. Most crashes involved a single vehicle; Table 13 shows the causes 
for those single-vehicle crashes.  

Of those crashes involving more than one vehicle, most were rear-end 
collisions (191). Fatalities resulted primarily from head-on collisions. Of 
those crashes resulting in evident injury, 11% (40) were caused by collision 
at a right angle. These data suggest that the nature of the collision, 
specifically whether it is head-on, determines the likelihood and severity of 
injury. Special care should be taken to dissuade drivers from passing in risky 
places or manners. This may warrant more passing lanes in areas that get 
bottlenecked in heavy traffic.  

Table 12. Crash History by Type of Collision, 2001–2005 

Single Vehicle 1193 58% 6 18% 194 52% 89 42% 904 63%

Rear End 191 9% 1 3% 23 6% 36 17% 131 9%

Right Angle (Straight) 133 6% 3 9% 40 11% 22 10% 68 5%

Head On (Turn Left) 102 5% 5 15% 22 6% 10 5% 65 5%

Right Angle from Right (Turn Left) 90 4% 1 3% 25 7% 22 10% 42 3%

Parked Vehicle 48 2% 2 6% 4 1% 4 2% 38 3%

Rear End (Turn Left Same Direction) 42 2% 1 3% 10 3% 9 4% 22 2%

Side Swipe (Opp Direction) 39 2% 1 3% 13 3% 2 1% 23 2%

Side Swipe (Same Direction) 34 2% - - 3 1% 2 1% 29 2%

Head On 28 1% 12 36% 15 4% - - 1 0%

Rear End (Turn Right Same Direction) 26 1% - - 2 1% 6 3% 18 1%

Same Direction (1 Turn Right) 21 1% - - 1 0% 4 2% 16 1%

Right Angle from Right (Turn Right) 19 1% - - 6 2% 2 1% 11 1%

Same Direction (1 Turn Left) 18 1% 1 3% 6 2% - - 11 1%

Right Angle from Left (Turn Left) 18 1% - - 2 1% - - 16 1%

Same Direction (2 Turn Right) 14 1% - - 1 0% 1 0% 12 1%

U- Turn 11 1% - - 2 1% 3 1% 6 0%

Backing 7 0% - - - - - - 7 0%

Right Angle (2 Turn Left) 6 0% - - - - 1 0% 5 0%

Right Angle from Left (1 Turn Right) 4 0% - - 1 0% - - 3 0%

Opposite Direction (2 Turn Left) 3 0% - - 1 0% - - 2 0%

Angle (1 Turn Left, 1 Turn Right) 3 0% - - 2 1% - - 1 0%

Opposite Direction (1 Turn Left, 1 Turn Right) 2 0% - - - - - - 2 0%

Same Direction (2 Turn Left) 1 0% - - 1 0% - - - -
Same Direction Opposite Turns 1 0% - - - - - - 1 0%

Total 2054 33 2% 374 213 10% 1434 70%

Type of Collision
Number of Crashes

Total Fatal Possible Injury PDOEvident Injury

 
Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 
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Table 13. Single-Vehicle Crash Data, 2001–2005 

 Number % of Single Vehicle Crashes 

Wildlife Related  651 54.6 

Ran Off Road Right  246 20.6 

Ran Off Road Left  124 10.4 

Fixed Object  50 4.2 

Domestic Animal Related  45 3.8 

Other Object Struck  33 2.8 

Overturned in Roadway  18 1.5 

Bicycle Related  10 0.8 

Other Non-Collision  9 0.7 

Pedestrian Related  7 0.6 

Total 1,193  100.00% 

Source: UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

The following maps, Figure 16 through Figure 19, show the locations of the 
accidents involving more than the car by collision type for the four most 
often-reported types: head-on, parked vehicle, rear-end, and right-angle. As 
can be seen in Figure 18 and Figure 19, these kinds of collisions are more 
likely to occur in urban areas.  

 



 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Crashes by Collision Type, 2001–2005, Map 1 

June 2007 U.S. 40 Corridor Study Crash History and Analysis | 35  



 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Crashes by Collision Type, 2001–2005, Map 2 
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Figure 18. Crashes by Collision Type, 2001–2005, Map 3 
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Figure 19. Crashes by Collision Type, 2001–2005, Map 4 
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Table 15 categorizes the crash data by the type and severity of accident. Of 
the total number of crashes, 40% involved a moving vehicle (827) and 32% 
(651) involved a wild animal. A wild animal was the cause of PDO crashes 
42% of the time, more than the 36% caused by moving vehicles (511).  

After vehicles and wild animals, 22% of possible-injury (48) and 33% of 
evident-injury accidents (125) resulted from running off the road to the right 
or left. Twice as many vehicles ran off the road to the right (247) as to the 
left (123). Running off the road to the right or left caused 18% of fatal 
crashes (6); 73% (24) involved another moving vehicle. 

 

Table 14. Crash History by Type of Accident, 2001–2005 

Moving Vehicle 827 40% 24 73% 171 46% 121 57% 511 36%

Wild Animal 651 32% 1 3% 27 7% 25 12% 598 42%

Ran off Road - Right 247 12% 4 12% 83 22% 35 16% 125 9%

Ran off Road - Left 123 6% 2 6% 42 11% 13 6% 66 5%

Fixed Object 50 2% - - 4 1% 6 3% 40 3%

Domestic Animal 47 2% 1 3% 8 2% 4 2% 34 2%

Other Non Collision 41 2% 1 3% 10 3% 3 1% 27 2%

Other Object 33 2% - - 6 2% 2 1% 25 2%

Overturned 18 1% - - 9 2% 3 1% 6 0%

Bicycle 10 0% - - 8 2% 1 0% 1 0%

Pedestrian 7 0% - - 6 2% - - 1 0%
Total 2054 33 2% 374 18% 213 10% 1434 70%

Type of Accident
Number of Crashes

Total Fatal Evident Injury Possible Injury PDO

 

Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

Figure 20 through Figure 23 map the location of accidents by accident type. 
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Figure 20. Accident Type, 2001–2005, Map 1.
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Figure 21. Accident Type, 2001–2005, Map 2. 
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Figure 22. Accident Type, 2001–2005, Map 3.

 



 

44 |U.S. 40 Corridor Study Crash History and Analysis  June 2007  

 
 

Figure 23. Accident Type, 2001–2005, Map 4.
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Generally, many crashes involving wild animals would not be reported, 
particularly those where no or little damage to the vehicle occurred. 
Therefore it might be proper to assume that crashes involving wild animals 
might be more common that what reports indicate.  

The following maps indicate the occurrence of accidents involving animals 
(Figure 24 through Figure 27). Collisions with wild animals are common 
along the study area, dropping off only from MP 125 to MP 145. Along that 
20-mile stretch, 13 crashes involving wild animals were reported from 2001 
to 2005, accounting for 2% of all such crashes, and just under 15% of the 
length of the study area. The rest of the wild-animal-associated crashes are 
fairly evenly dispersed along the remainder of the corridor at both higher and 
lower elevations. 
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Figure 24. Animal-Related Accidents, 2001–2005, Map 1. 
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Figure 25. Animal-Related Accidents, 2001–2005, Map 2. 
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Figure 26. Animal-Related Accidents, 2001–2005, Map 3
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Figure 27. Animal-Related Accidents, 2001–2005, Map 4. 
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5.1  Drivers and Circumstances 

Figure 28 illustrates the crash data by driver age. For the study area overall, 
younger drivers had more crashes than older ones. Drivers age 16 to 19 had 
16% of the crashes on the corridor, while those age 20 to 29 had 26% of 
crashes. Fatalities followed this broader trend, with 26% of fatal crashes 
involving drivers under the age of 19 and 22% involving drivers in their 20s.  

Figure 28. Crash History by Driver’s Age, 2001–2005 
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Source: HDR, UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 

 

In many cases, one or more of the vehicles involved in a crash were not 
considered to be a contributing factor in the crash. This was true for 48% of 
all vehicles in crashes; 53% of vehicles in PDO crashes, 43% of those in fatal 
crashes, 40% of those in possible-injury crashes, and 36% of those in 
evident-injury crashes.  

Table 16 lists the contributing circumstances for those vehicles that were 
judged to have contributed to the crash. Failure to yield right-of-way was 
cited most often among contributing circumstances, accounting for 16% of 
all vehicles contributing to an accident (258) and 19% (71) of those 
contributing to evident-injury crashes. Improper lookout and moving at too 
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fast a speed each accounted for 15% of vehicles contributing to crashes (231 
and 229, respectively).  

Driving Under the Influence (DUI) was a contributing factor in 50 crashes, or 
3% of those for which causes were cited. Approximately 14 of these DUI-
related crashes (28%) occurred between MP 108 and MP 116, as U.S. 40 
crosses the Uintah and Ouray Reservation, and are concentrated in the town 
of Roosevelt. This may be due to a liquor store on U.S. 40 at Lagoon Road. 
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Table 15. Crash History by Contributing Circumstances, 2001–2005 

Speed too Fast 229 8% 6 217% 57 9% 29 8% 137 7%
Failed to yield Right of Way 258 9% 4 244% 71 12% 29 8% 154 8%
Drove Left of Center 26 1% 3 14% 13 2% 1 0% 9 0%
Improper Overtaking 24 1% 2 21% 7 1% 2 1% 13 1%
Passed Stop Sign 8 0% 0 5% 2 0% 3 1% 3 0%
Disregard Traffic Signal 41 1% 0 43% 5 1% 9 3% 27 1%
Followed to Closely 145 5% 3 149% 17 3% 31 9% 94 5%
Made Improper Turn 74 2% 2 75% 16 3% 9 3% 47 2%
Had been Drinking 6 0% 0 5% 2 0% 1 0% 3 0%
Under the influence of Drugs 2 0% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0% 0 0%
Eyesight Defective 1 0% 0 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Asleep 68 2% 0 44% 31 5% 9 3% 28 1%
Fatigued 19 1% 2 14% 6 1% 2 1% 9 0%
ILL 4 0% 0 0% 3 0% 1 0% 0 0%
Improper Parking 2 0% 0 3% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0%
Improper Lookout 231 8% 2 241% 43 7% 34 9% 152 8%
Failed to Signal 5 0% 0 6% 1 0% 0 0% 4 0%
Other Improper Driving 67 2% 3 56% 21 3% 8 2% 35 2%
Brakes Defective 9 0% 0 10% 1 0% 2 1% 6 0%
Headlight Insufficient or out 2 0% 0 2% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Headlights Glaring 2 0% 0 2% 1 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Other Lights Defective 7 0% 2 6% 1 0% 0 0% 4 0%
Steering Mechanism Defective 2 0% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0% 0 0%
Tires Defective 11 0% 0 11% 3 0% 1 0% 7 0%
Windshield not Clear 2 0% 0 2% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Other Defective Condition 16 1% 1 0% 2 0% 2 1% 11 1%
Hit & Run 10 0% 0 13% 2 0% 0 0% 8 0%
DUI 50 2% 2 19% 30 5% 6 2% 12 1%
Non-Collision Fire 7 0% 0 11% 0 0% 0 0% 7 0%
Non-Contact Vehicle Involved 9 0% 0 10% 2 0% 1 0% 6 0%
Jackknife 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0% 0 0%
Cargo Loss or Shifted 24 1% 0 30% 3 0% 2 1% 19 1%
Explosion of Fire 1 0% 0 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Separation of Units 5 0% 0 6% 1 0% 0 0% 4 0%
Wrong Side of Road 8 0% 1 3% 5 1% 0 0% 2 0%
Improper Backing 8 0% 0 13% 0 0% 0 0% 8 0%
Towed Vehicle 8 0% 0 10% 1 0% 1 0% 6 0%
Rolling Vehicle in Traffic Lane 2 0% 0 3% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0%
Driver Using Cell Phone 1 0% 0 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Other Driver Distraction 18 1% 0 6% 11 2% 3 1% 4 0%
Object in Roadway 26 1% 1 29% 5 1% 2 1% 18 1%
Aggressive Driving 6 0% 1 2% 2 0% 2 1% 1 0%
99 60 2% 0 56% 14 2% 11 3% 35 2%
U 2 0% 0 2% 1 0% 0 0% 1 0%
(blank) 72 2% 1 84% 10 2% 8 2% 53 3%

total 1579  36 2% 392 25% 214 14% 937 59%

Contributing Circumstance
Contributing Circumstances by Crash Severity

Total Fatal Evident Injury Possible Injury PDO

 
Source: HDR; UDOT Office of Traffic and Safety 
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6.0  General Recommendations  

UDOT should explore ways to effectively deter animal collisions; this may 
include animal-detection systems linked to variable message signs, fencing, 
or reduced speed limits during certain hours of operation or during certain 
seasons. 

With the increasing truck activity on the corridor, crash rates and severity 
should be monitored to ensure safe operating conditions into the future. 

UDOT should explore policy development to effectively reduce the high 
involvement in crashes of young drivers. Young drivers tend to perceive less 
risk associated with traffic hazards and to overestimate their ability to control 
a vehicle under emergency conditions. To them, driving is about rights but 
not about obligations. A pilot program could be initiated by UDOT within 
Region 3 to create a task force with local young victims and/or crash victims’ 
parents. This group could conduct meetings and workshops at high schools to 
provide a direct and vivid experience of the obligations and risks involved in 
driving.  
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1.0 Oil and Gas Industry Associated Truck Traffic 
and its Impact on the U.S. 40 Corridor in Utah 

1.1 Introduction 

Higher prices for raw and refined products in recent years have prompted the oil 
and gas industries to increase exploration and drilling. Particular emphasis in oil 
and gas exploration has been occurring domestically in states like Utah. 
According to the Utah Geological Survey, the number of oil and gas drilling 
permits in Utah reached 2,062 in 2006, over 6 times the number from 1999 (Utah 
Geological Survey 2006).  Given that the Uintah Basin is Utah’s largest and most 
productive oil and gas development area, the increase of activity related to this 
industry has primarily affected the basin (Kuhn 2006). 

The increased oil and gas activity in the Uintah Basin has instigated an increase 
in truck traffic along the area’s primary highway, U.S. Highway 40 (U.S. 40). 
Consequently, increased truck volumes have changed traffic conditions along the 
highway in Utah, especially between milepost (MP) 21 in Wasatch County and 
MP 157 in Uintah County, which has been the target area for drilling and 
exploration of oil and gas along the highway.  

Changing traffic conditions have diminished the operation of this section of 
highway, particularly as related to increased truck traffic. These increased 
volumes have prompted capacity issues due mostly to geographical features of 
the roadway; increased safety concerns; and degraded highway surface 
conditions throughout the region. These resulting issues initiated an investigation 
focused on identifying the specific causes of the problems and on determining 
mitigation measures that will address the operational and safety challenges 
associated with the increased truck traffic.  

 This report focuses on the following: 

• The state of the oil and gas industries in the Uintah Basin : the state 
of natural gas, oil, and tar sand mining 

• The relationship between oil and gas and trucking in the Uintah 
Basin: how the drilling of oil and gas in the basin relies upon heavy 
trucks, how oil and gas associated trucks can disrupt the traffic on U.S. 
40, and what forecasted truck traffic levels mean to the future of the 
highway 
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•  Recommendations and conclusions: recommendations for 
improvements that can be made to U.S. 40 in order to enhance traffic 
safety and promote traffic movement along this route 
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2.0 The State of Oil and Gas Industries in the 
Uintah Basin 

2.1 Natural Gas Industry  

Historical evidence suggests that the market for crude oil has been of a boom-
and-bust nature. This is especially true domestically, where voluminous pockets 
for this resource exist less frequently. Because there are so few areas that contain 
a large quantity of crude oil, drilling is often concentrated in specific locations 
that are known or suspected to contain the resource. Oftentimes such intense 
activity results in an expenditure of funds and then exploration abandonment. For 
this reason, sourcing natural gas can be more attractive to the energy industry. 

The market for natural gas differs from that for oil in several ways.  First, 
shipping gas overseas is difficult, which makes the market for natural gas almost 
entirely domestic. Thus, the market for natural gas may be considered more 
stable than oil’s global market.   

 Second, the current market for natural gas is large and demand for this resource 
is high.   The natural gas that is being drilled in Utah is sold for immediate use 
within a year. 

At this time, most of the drilling permits issued by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in Utah are for natural gas wells. Figure 2-1 represents the 
applications for permits to drill in Utah between the years of 1980 and 2006. 
New natural gas well production primarily affects the area on the east end of the 
U.S. 40 study corridor, between Roosevelt and Jensen.    
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Figure 2-1 Utah Applications for Permit to Drill by Year, 1980-2006 

 
Source: The Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining 

2.2 Oil Industry 

While the market for oil has been volatile in the past, current demand has pushed 
the price of crude to a point that makes inland drilling speculation feasible. In 
interviews with oil and gas representatives (Bower 2007; Dean 2007; Moon 
2007; Taylor 2007 ), those involved in the industry expect crude oil production 
will stay on pace for the next 20 years, limited only by the ability to ship crude 
oil to refineries or create refining capacity in specific areas.  This prediction is 
backed up by the introduction of financial investment from outside resources 
(Taylor 2007). 

Refining in the Uintah Basin is currently not available, and crude is transported 
to Wyoming or Salt Lake City for processing.  Demand and high prices have oil 
producers in the basin looking to increase refining capacity by 40,000 to 60,000 
barrels a day in Salt Lake City or the basin itself.   Uintah and Ouray Reservation 
representatives are looking into refining on the reservation, as this location would 
allow immediate access to crude from the basin.   

Increased refining capacity could be important to the oil industry in the Uintah 
Basin as the refineries in Salt Lake City are currently operating at high capacity. 
The Utah Geological Survey reports that Utah refineries received record amounts 
of crude oil in 2006, with 20.2% coming from Canada (Utah Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Mining 2007). Imported crude oil to Utah refineries can pose tight 
competition for the already slim refining capacity provided for local companies.   
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The oil extracted from the Uintah Basin must be trucked from the field to a 
refinery.  This mode of transport becomes more expensive the further a refinery 
is from the field. Consequently, refineries that exist at greater distances from the 
drilling site make operations less profitable and the development of local refining 
capacity more attractive.   

2.3 Tar Sand Mining 

The tar sand deposits within the Uintah Basin have been identified as a prime 
mining region; there are more petroleum based tar sands between Vernal and 
Rock Springs, Wyoming, than in Saudi Arabia.  With tar sand deposits, mining 
produces crude oil, asphalt and frac sand (an essential ingredient to the drilling 
process where it is used to break apart rock strata holding oil and gas reserves).  
According to a representative of Temple Mountain Energy (TME), the process 
used to extract the tar sand will enable the local TME mine to be profitable even 
when crude oil is selling for as little as thirty dollars a barrel (Bower 2007). 

Asphalt and frac sand could be very marketable resources for the future of 
industry in this region. While frac sand is currently trucked in from out-of-state, 
the development of the proposed TME Mine may create a local source of frac 
sand for regional drilling operations. 

These tar sand reserves, like those of shale oil, could become a reliable asset for 
crude oil in the future.  For extraction of these reserves to be cost-effective, 
however, oil and gas companies operating in the region may need to finance a 
science and technological movement to refine oil from these sources at an 
increased cost-effective capacity. Local companies will also need to facilitate the 
improvement of the area’s infrastructure to enhance convenient transport to the 
nearest refinery. 

To service the oil industry, trucks move crude oil out of the basin for refining 
then deliver end products, like gasoline and diesel, back into the area.  Local 
refining would allow some of these “full circle” trips to be cut, potentially 
reducing the number of trucks on the roads.   
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3.0 Relationship between Oil and Gas Development 
and Trucking in the Uintah Basin 

3.1 Pipelines  

In many oil-producing areas, pipelines are used to move crude oil from the drill 
site to the refinery.  As there is no pipeline available to oil companies in the 
Uintah Basin, producers must move crude oil to the refinery by truck. Even so, 
investments in a pipeline would not remove a notable portion of the trucks from 
U.S. 40 for the following reasons: 

• The nature of the crude oil pumped from this area is a very waxy 
substance that is full of paraffin. Thus, the oil does not flow easily 
through a pipeline.   

• Natural gas is currently piped to Salt Lake City, and construction of a 
proposed north-south pipeline that would connect with the existing east-
west pipeline would allow easy transport to many other areas of the 
country. This north-south pipeline connection may decrease a fraction of 
the trucks utilizing U.S. 40, but nearly all of the crude oil trucks will 
continue traveling on this stretch of U.S. 40.    

• Removing the “supertankers” (very large trucks having seven or more 
axles and two trailers) associated with the transport of crude oil would 
only slightly decrease truck traffic, as supertankers make up less than 5% 
of the trucks associated with the oil and gas industries.   

3.2 Truck Traffic and New Well Construction 

Most truck traffic that occurs in association with the oil and gas industries is tied 
to the production of new wells.  While natural gas wells may be productive for 
twenty to twenty five years, 50% of their output comes from their first year of 
operation.   

When prices are high for natural gas, the reward for moving quickly to open new 
wells can increase substantially. As a result, there is high demand for trucks to 
aid in the distribution of construction equipment to the well site, delivery of the 
drilling rig, removal of waste produced from the digging the well, and production 
of the final product.  
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Over the long term, trucks are needed to haul away the water removed during 
pumping.  This is especially true for gas wells, which produce high amounts of 
water both during the initial drilling process and over the life of the well.   

In his report, Highway Freight Traffic Associated with the Development of Oil 
and Gas Wells (2006), Daniel B. Kuhn of the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) estimates that new construction requires between 365 and 1,730 large 
truck trips per well to travel to and from the site.  This estimate assumes that:  

• The construction equipment will range from 10 to 15 truckloads for a 
shallow well (5,000 to 12,000 feet deep) to 45 truckloads for deep wells 
(15,000 to 20,000 feet deep) 

• Bringing in the drilling rig to the site will take 30 truckloads 

Digging the drill well will require: 

• 25 truckloads to fill the water storage ponds and 100 to 1,000 loads of 
fresh water to aid in the drilling process, depending on the depth of the 
well  

• 50 to 100 truckloads of waste removal 

• 10 to 20 truckloads of drilling fluid for breaking up rock strata during 
well digging 

• Up to 10 truckloads of well casing brought in to line the inside of the 
well 

• 2 to 5 truckloads of cement and 2 to 4 truckloads of fly ash for well 
construction 

And to operate the well:  

• Replacement of drilling machinery will require another 10 truckloads of 
equipment 

• The removal of the drilling rig, once the well is complete, will again take 
30 truckloads 

• 1 or 2 truckloads will be needed to complete the well for production 

• The completion rig to prepare the well for production will take 130 to 
135 truckloads of equipment, and the removal of the rig will take 20 to 
25 

• 3 to 5 truckloads will be needed to close the reserve pits  

• 10 to 12 truckloads of machinery will be needed to run the facility  
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Overall, average daily truck trips associated with well production can account for 
approximately 8,000 trucks per day along this section of U.S. 40. 

3.3 Current Truck Traffic on U.S. 40 

One supertanker holds 280 barrels of oil.  In the Uintah Basin, enough crude oil 
is shipped each day to send 117 supertanker loads to refineries.  Fully loaded, 
each supertanker weighs between 124,000 and 128,000 pounds.  So, while they 
make up a small portion of the total trucking associated with the oil and gas 
industry, supertankers represent a major obstacle for the average motorist, 
especially on hills and in no-passing zones.  

The topography of the U.S. 40 corridor is such that hills are frequent.  Steep 
grades slow down heavy trucks and the traffic behind them, and there is often no 
passing lane that enables lighter vehicles to overtake the trucks safely.   

In some cases, steep grades combine with trucks entering the flow of traffic, 
causing major bottlenecks.  This is the case at the intersection of U.S. 40 and 
State Route (SR) 88, at which traffic traveling at 65 mph is interrupted by trucks 
entering the highway up a steep grade.  Heavy trucks attempting to get up to 
speed while climbing a hill may move so slowly that they surprise passenger car 
traffic and cause hard braking.  

3.4 Forecasted Traffic on U.S. 40 

Traffic volumes on U.S. 40 are anticipated to increase by an estimated rate of 
approximately 1.2% over the next twenty years. This rate is based on average 
historic traffic growth between the years of 1986 and 2005. Figure 3-1 represents 
anticipated growth for the comprehensive section of U.S.40 studied in the report. 



 
 
 
Figure 3-1. Anticipated 2005-2030 Traffic Growth Along the U.S. 40 Project Corridor 
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Average daily truck traffic volumes on U.S. 40 were obtained from the UDOT 
website. Based on the published 2005 truck volumes for the 136-mile ling project 
corridor, an estimated average of 33% of the traffic volume is made up of heavy 
trucks. It is likely that truck volumes have increased since this time, and it can be 
projected that truck volumes may reach up to 50% of the total traffic on U.S. 40 
in the foreseeable future.  

3.5 Long Term Implications for U.S. 40 

Based on the abovementioned dynamics for the future of U.S. 40, several 
implications can be predicted. The following summarizes the primary truck 
traffic-related concerns and challenges for the future of U.S. 40: 

• Traffic volumes are likely to increase on U.S. 40, with equipment 
bearing truck traffic comprising a large percentage of these volumes.  

• Increased truck volumes on U.S. 40 may increase safety concerns on 
sections of the road, especially at steep grades and urban intersections.  

• Increased truck volumes on U.S. 40 are likely to cause accelerated 
roadway wear and tear.   

• A pipeline to transport crude oil out of this area is highly unlikely due to 
the waxy consistency and sluggish pipeline movement of crude oil from 
this region. If alternative transport for crude oil is not feasible, crude 
bearing trucks are likely to continue using U.S. 40 in the foreseeable 
future.     
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4.0 Recommendations and Conclusions 

The following recommendations are largely based on the information and the 
findings contained in this report. Interviews with key stakeholders  (Bower 2007; 
Dean 2007; Moon 2007; Taylor 2007 ) provided crucial knowledge to the 
research process. Previous recommendations from Daniel B. Kuhn’s 2006 report 
helped to identify additional issues of concern. Lastly, current and forecasted 
average daily traffic volumes on U.S. 40 were vital to understanding service 
levels on specific segments of road. These factors aided in the formulation of the 
following recommendations and conclusions.       

4.1 Previous Recommendations 

In his report, Highway Freight Traffic Associated with the Development of Oil 
and Gas Wells (2006), Kuhn predicts that truck traffic levels will continue to 
increase over the next five years in the Uintah Basin. This increase prompted 
Kuhn to make the following suggestions for improvements to U.S. 40, in order of 
importance: 

1. Improve junctions where state or country roads handling high 
numbers of oil and gas-related traffic intersect with U.S. 40:  This 
would consist of traffic signals in some cases and improved turn pockets 
and accelerating/decelerating lanes in all cases.  The intersections of U.S. 
40 and SR 88 between Roosevelt and Vernal, as well as the intersection 
of U.S. 40 and Pleasant Valley Road west of Myton, are most in need of 
the aforementioned improvements. 

2. Add passing lanes and passing lanes of adequate length: This is 
primarily an issue on U.S. 40 in the inner-basin corridor between 
Duchesne and Naples, although downhill passing lanes in Daniels 
Canyon were given high priority.  This need also extends to state truck 
routes that feed energy-related truck and auto traffic into U.S. 40. 

3. Provide full-width shoulders or more frequent safety pullouts: This 
is also primarily an issue between Duchesne and Naples, with the 
Duchesne to Myton and Gusher to Vernal segments of the corridor 
identified as the route segments with the greatest need. 
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4.2 Pipeline and Rail Line Recommendations 

A pipeline may be one cost-effective solution to the transport of natural gas out 
of the Uintah Basin.  The waxy nature of Utah’s crude oil may make pipeline 
transport impractical, but rail provides a method of transportation for crude oil 
that does not share many of the problems of trucking on narrow, two lane roads. 
At this time, some materials coming in to the basin are sent via rail to Craig, 
Colorado, and then trucked the remainder of the way to the Uintah Basin.  There 
is a proposal to extend rail access from the Craig terminus to a new, local station.  
The refinery currently under consideration for the Uintah and Ouray Reservation 
is waiting on the construction of this rail extension as a pivotal element in 
establishing capacity in the basin.   

4.3 Roadway Recommendations 

4.3.1 Four Lane Roads 

Beyond the need for passing lanes, the forecasted traffic between Duchesne and 
Vernal warrants an additional through lane in each direction.  The study corridor 
to the west of Duchesne has enough truck traffic that more passing lanes should 
be provided, but the population of that area is low enough that it does not require 
a second lane.   

4.3.2 Passing Lanes 

One significant issue that should be addressed throughout the corridor is passing 
lanes that are too short to realistically allow a car to get around a truck, some of 
which stop abruptly at the top of hills.  These lanes need to be lengthened so that 
passenger cars do not get caught at the end of the passing lane unaware.   

4.3.3 Access Control 

Automobile transportation routes must balance the demand for through traffic 
flow with that needed for local access.  For a highway such as U.S. 40, multiple 
access points from rural roads, private roads, and driveways can slow traffic 
considerably.  Improved access control such as shared access points and frontage 
roads would minimize the interruptions caused by traffic entering and exiting the 
highway.  To allow for smooth travel along U.S. 40, particularly given that it is a 
two-lane highway, access should be restricted or consolidated where possible. 

14| Oil & Gas Truck Traffic Impacts on U.S. 40 Corridor, Utah July 2007 



 
 
 

4.3.4 Concrete Intersections 

Asphalt is a suitable material for highways, especially in areas that get very cold, 
where concrete can become very slippery.   In the heat, however, asphalt can turn 
soft.  In many urban areas along the corridor, the asphalt is rutted from the heavy 
stops and starts of trucks at intersections.  In these areas, converting the 
intersections to concrete is advised.  Trucks pulling heavy loads would start 
against a firmer surface, allowing them to get up to speed more quickly, and the 
road would suffer less damage as a result. 

4.3.5 Bypasses/Truck Routes 

Truck traffic causes many problems when it is routed through the heart of urban 
areas.  Beyond the safety issues that arise when large trucks are combined with 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic, there is the detrimental effect that truck noise and 
fumes have on the quality of life in these areas.    

Such is the case in Vernal, where congestion begins as truck traffic on U.S. 40 
enters town, causing congestion and brake odor.  At this point, the widening of 
the road to two lanes in each direction may represent the first chance a motorist 
has to pass since Roosevelt.  If drivers seize this opportunity, they are likely not 
slowing for in-town traffic.   

For this reasons, the residents of Vernal may benefit from a truck route that takes 
heavy vehicles around the community and other pass-through vehicles may 
benefit from a quicker trip, unimpeded by traffic and signals. A potential bypass 
roadway is currently being studies in Vernal by the Uintah Basin Transportation 
Special Services District and is thus not part of the U.S. 40 Corridor Study. 

Truck travel through urbanized areas such as Vernal can present challenges for 
other reasons.  The intersections in small towns and cities may be are narrow, 
making it difficult for trucks to turn while staying in the designated lane. This 
situation is a particular concern at the intersection of U.S. 191 in Vernal and at 
the intersection of SR 89 in the city of Duchesne. The combination of 
intersection configuration and increased speeds needed to overcome truck traffic 
in urban areas can amplify concerns. This situation is likely to cause increased 
congestion for all motorists along the targeted sections of U.S. 40 and result in 
safety concerns.  

Further investigation can help identify alternate routes for truck traffic to bypass 
specific urban areas. Identifying an alternate truck route for key urban areas 
along U.S. 40 can decrease the need to expand internal community roads and 
intersections. Decreasing the need for infrastructural roadway improvements 
inside townships can potentially decrease urban air pollution, prevent direct 
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impacts to existing homes and businesses, inhibit impacts on historic buildings, 
and reduce problems associated with traffic congestion.       

4.4 Conclusions 

4.4.1 Recommendations for Immediate Implementation 

• Add passing lanes between Vernal and Roosevelt 

• Improve the intersections at U.S. 40/SR 88 west of Duchesne and U.S. 
40/Pleasant Valley Road near Myton 

4.4.2 Recommendations for the Short Term (over the next 1-5 years) 

• Widen the highway between Vernal and Roosevelt to four lanes 

• Investigate alternative alignment around the town of Gusher, so that the 
necessary right-of-way may be purchased and preserved 

• Add passing lanes between Roosevelt and Duchesne 

• Add concrete intersections in the corridor between Vernal to Naples 

• Lengthen passing lanes over hillcrests along entire corridor 

• Construct an interchange at the intersection of SR 88 and U.S. 40 

4.4.3 Recommendations for the Mid-term (5-15 years) 

• Widen the highway from Roosevelt to Duchesne to four lanes 

• Add westbound passing lanes in Daniels Canyon 

• Construct concrete intersections between Duchesne and Roosevelt 

4.4.4 Recommendations for the Long Term (after 15 years) 

• Widen the highway between Heber City and Duchesne 

• Convert major intersections to interchanges at: 

o Pleasant Valley Road near Myton 

o U.S. 191 in Vernal  

o SR 87 in Duchesne  

o Ioka Junction near Myton 

• Widen shoulders to 10 feet throughout corridor 
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• Build bypass routes around communities  
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Appendix B:  Level of Service Methodology 

B.1 Highway Segment Existing Level of Service 

B.1.1 Methodology Overview 

Currently, the Highway Capacity Manual (TRB 2000) classifies two-lane 
highways as either Class I or Class II highways. Highway classification 
establishes the measures of effectiveness that are used to determine the level of 
service along highways such as US 40. For this analysis, the US 40 corridor was 
classified as a Class I highway. This classification uses both percent time spent 
following and average travel speed to determine the level of service; these 
indicators generally relate to how the traveling public measures performance 
along a two-lane road. 

The highway segment analysis was applied to segments outside the limits of 
urban areas. The analysis took existing passing lanes along the US 40 corridor 
into account. Table B.1-1 shows the definitions used to determine the level of 
service along two-lane highways.  

Table B.1-1. Definitions of Levels of 
Service on Highways 

Level of 
Service 

Percent Time  
Spent Following (%) 

Average Travel  
Speed (mph) 

A < 35 > 55 
B > 35-50 > 50-55 
C > 50-65 > 45-50 
D > 65-80 > 40-45 
E > 80 < 40 

Source: TRB 2000 

The existing conditions analysis used the two-lane analysis module of the 
Highway Capacity Software (HCS). Traffic counts conducted at various locations 
along the US 40 corridor provided the base traffic count information. A monthly 
seasonal factor was calculated from a permanent count site near MP 111 to 
determine seasonal variations in traffic numbers. This seasonal factor was used to 
adjust the base traffic count information, which was used to estimate average 
traffic flow. Information about the percentage of trucks was determined from a 
classification count conducted by UDOT along US 40 in February 2007. In 
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general, speed limits varied from 55 mph to 65 mph within the two-lane 
segments. At locations where passing lanes were not provided, the percent no-
passing zone was a key input to determining the existing level of service. 

The segments that were used for the highway level of service analysis are 
different from the project segments. Urban areas were not included in the 
highway segment analysis because roads through such areas function differently 
than rural highway segments do. Gaps in the segments used for the highway level 
of service analysis represent urban areas that were not included in the analysis. 

Table B.1-2 provides a summary of the data inputs used for the existing 
conditions analysis.  

Table B.1-2. Information Used for the Existing Conditions Level of Service 
Analysis 

LOS Analysis 
Segment Begin MP End MP 

Section Length 
(miles) 

Shoulder 
Width (ft) 

Year 
Volume  

2007 % 
Truck  

% No Passing 
Zone 

1 21.40 35.64 14.24 4 3,213 21 93 
2 35.64 42.97 7.33 4 3,213 21 83 
3 42.97 58.34 15.37 4 2,956 21 83 
4 58.34 72.33 13.99 4 3,291 21 83 
5 72.33 85.86 13.53 4 3,291 21 83 
6 86.81 104.57 17.76 4 4,471 21 83 
7 105.56 110.34 4.78 4 6,049 21 76 
8 115.20 116.62 1.42 4 7,856 21 86 
9 116.62 120.34 3.72 4 11,055 21 79 

10 121.90 137.55 15.65 4 8,244 21 79 
11 137.55 139.83 2.28 4 11,919 21 79 
12 149.94 157.10 7.16 4 9,878 21 86 

B.1.2 Summary of Two-Way Analysis 

This section briefly summarizes the level of service of each section along the 
study corridor. The level of service for each segment is based on the two-way 
design hourly volumes and, where present, the effect that passing lanes have on a 
directional basis of a specific roadway segment. 

In general, the existing (2007) level of service along the US 40 corridor is LOS D 
or better, except for one segment just outside Vernal/Naples, as shown in Table 
B.1-3 and Table B.1-4 below. The calculated average travel speed ranged from 
36 mph to 59 mph with most segments in the low- to mid-50-mph range. The 
percent time spent following ranged from 24% to 73% with most segments in the 
30% to 40% range.  
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Table B.1-3. Two-Way HCS Analysis for the AM Peak Period on US 40 by 
LOS Analysis Segment 

LOS Analysis 
Segment Begin MP End MP 

Section 
Length (miles) 

Volume 
EB/WB LOS 

Average 
Speed (mph) 

% Time Spent 
Following 
(seconds) 

1 21.40 35.64 14.24 131/111 A 59.1 25.5 
2 35.64 42.97 7.33 131/111 C 53.9 54.1 
3 42.97 58.34 15.37 114/108 A 59.7 24.4 
4 58.34 72.33 13.99 114/108 A 55.5 32.0 
5 72.33 85.86 13.53 129/125 A 58.0 27.1 
6 86.81 104.57 17.76 164/133 D 44.4 58.1 
7 105.56 110.34 4.78 265/261 B 55.5 42.9 
8 115.20 116.62 1.42 265/261 E 37.7 63.8 
9 116.62 120.34 3.72 351/324 C 49.1 54.8 

10 121.90 137.55 15.65 230/281 C 47.0 63.0 
11 137.55 139.83 2.28 395/310 C 54.4 57.0 

12 149.94 157.10 7.16 369/324 D 51.3 69.8 

 

Table B.1-4. Two-Way HCS Analysis for the PM Peak Period on US 40 by 
LOS Analysis Segment 

LOS Analysis 
Segment Begin MP End MP 

Section 
Length (miles) 

Volume 
EB/WB LOS 

Average 
Speed (mph) 

% Time Spent 
Following 
(seconds) 

1 21.40 35.64 14.24 123/129 A 57.8 26.9 
2 35.64 42.97 7.33 123/129 C 53.8 55.4 
3 42.97 58.34 15.37 113/112 A 59.9 24.5 
4 58.34 72.33 13.99 113/112 A 55.9 30.4 
5 72.33 85.86 13.53 122/130 A 58.1 26.3 
6 86.81 104.57 17.76 169/190 D 44.0 56.6 
7 105.56 110.34 4.78 348/327 C 54.9 50.2 
8 115.20 116.62 1.42 348/327 E 36.5 69.0 
9 116.62 120.34 3.72 483/446 C 47.7 63.8 

10 121.90 137.55 15.65 282/344 D 47.0 66.9 
11 137.55 139.83 2.28 560/448 D 52.2 68.2 
12 149.94 157.10 7.16 354/448 D 51.2 73.3 

Both average travel speed and percent time spent following were adversely 
affected in areas where no passing lanes exist and in areas that are just outside of 
urban areas. 
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B.2 Intersection Level of Service 

B.2.1 Methodology Overview 

The Transportation Research Board (TRB) defines the following six levels of 
service to measure the performance of signalized corridors: 

• A: Free flow of traffic 
• B: Reasonably free flow 
• C: Stable flow 
• D: Approaching unstable flow 
• E: Unstable flow 
• F: Forced or breakdown flow 

Additionally, the Highway Capacity Manual defines level of service at 
intersections as a function of the average overall delay time for a vehicle to pass 
through an intersection. This quantitative measurement provides a performance 
indicator for the corridor. Table B.2-1 lists the definitions of level of service at 
intersections. 

Table B.2-1. Definitions of Level of Service 
at Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service Intersection Delay (seconds) 

A 0 to 10 
B 10 to 20 
C 20 to 35 
D 35 to 55 
E 55 to 80 
F > 80 

Source: TRB 2000 

The current performance of urban sections along the US 40 corridor through 
Vernal and Roosevelt was analyzed to develop a baseline of existing traffic 
conditions. Information from signalized intersections was entered into Synchro 
6.0, a widely used traffic signal evaluation tool, and the results were used to 
develop this baseline. 

Vehicle turning movements at intersections were counted manually at most 
signalized intersections along the study corridor. These counts were completed 
during the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak periods when traffic was 
heaviest. Peak-hour condition (heaviest traffic flow) was determined and entered 
into Synchro. Counts were not conducted in Roosevelt for the morning and one 
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intersection (200 East) in the evening period. The 200 East intersection evening 
traffic was balanced first on US 40 for traffic entering from adjacent streets, and 
other movements were then adjusted based on similar movements at other 
intersections. The morning traffic condition along this section used a reverse 
percentage flow from the evening period along this corridor. To adjust for the 
difference in morning versus evening, an average percentage difference 
calculated from all intersections in Vernal was used. 

B.2.2 Summary of Analysis 

Table B.2-2, Table B.2-3, Table B.2-4, and Table B.2-5 below summarize the 
existing (2007) level of service and seconds of delay for each approach of each of 
the study intersections in Vernal and Roosevelt. 

Table B.2-2. Delay and Level of Service at Intersections on 
US 40 in Vernal in 2007 during the AM Peak Period 

Seconds of Delay and LOS 

US 40 Cross Street 

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall Intersection 
Delay and 

Corresponding LOS 

100 South 19.3 sec 18.5 sec 56.5 sec 24.3 sec 27.2 sec 
  B B E C C 
500 West 5.2 sec 2.6 sec 26.7 sec 30.3 sec 7.6 sec 
  A A C C A 
100 West 1.1 sec 1.5 sec 34.9 sec 34.7 sec 3.6 sec 
  A A C C A 
Vernal – Route 191 3.5 sec 5.4 sec 24.1 sec 27.1 sec 10.2 sec 
  A A C C B 
500 East 2.7 sec 3.0 sec 33.1 sec 33.5 sec 8.0 sec 
  A A C C A 
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Table B.2-3. Delay and Level of Service at Intersections on 
US 40 in Vernal in 2007 during the PM Peak Period 

Seconds of Delay and LOS 

US 40 Cross Street  

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall Intersection 
Delay and 

Corresponding LOS 

100 South 34.0 sec 50.6 sec 86.7 sec 22.9 sec 46.2 sec 
  C D E D D 
500 West 14.5 sec 38.5 sec 63.0 sec 35.4 sec 33.6 sec 
  B D E D C 
100 West 1.2 sec 2.8 sec 44.2 sec 41.0 sec 5.7 sec 
  A A D D A 
Vernal – Route 191 164.8 

sec 
7.6 sec 112.8 

sec 
32.5 sec 74.1 sec 

  F A F C E 
500 East 5.9 sec 11.3 sec 36.3 sec 46.2 sec 15.5 sec 
  A B D D B 

 

Table B.2-4. Delay and Level of Service at Intersections on 
US 40 in Roosevelt in 2007 during the AM Peak Period 

Seconds of Delay and LOS 

US 40 Cross Street 

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall Intersection 
Delay and 

Corresponding LOS 

State Street 1.9 sec 0.4 sec 29.5 sec 29.6 sec 4.2 sec 
  A A C C A 
Lagoon Street 7.8 sec 7.7 sec 17.1 sec 13.3 sec 13.1 sec 
  A A B B B 
200 East 26 sec 21.1 sec 8.7 sec 15.8 sec 17.4 sec 
  C C A B B 
North 600 East 2.2 sec 2.9 sec 26.9 sec 26.9 sec 6.3 sec 
  A A C C A 
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Table B.2-5. Delay and Level of Service at Intersections on 
US 40 in Roosevelt in 2007 during the PM Peak Period 

Seconds of Delay and LOS 

US 40 Cross Street 

Intersection EB WB NB SB 

Overall Intersection 
Delay and 

Corresponding LOS 

State Street 2.5 sec 2.3 sec 30.4 sec 30.7 sec 5.7 sec 
  A A C C A 
Lagoon Street 9.5 sec 9.5 sec 18.0 sec 18.3 sec 15.7 sec 
  A A B B B 
200 East 33.1 sec 29.8 sec 24.8 sec 26.9 sec 28.5 sec 
  C C C C C 
North 600 East 3.4 sec 3.5 sec 28.7 sec 28.8 sec 7.4 sec 
  A A C C A 

In summary, all intersections in Roosevelt are operating at LOS C or better. 
Some of the intersection approaches in Vernal operate at LOS E or LOS F during 
the PM peak period due to the higher traffic volumes. 

B.3 Future Level of Service 

B.3.1 Traffic Forecasting Methodology for the Level of Service Analysis 

To forecast future levels of service along the US 40 highway segments, the team 
reviewed 20 years (1986–2005) of US 40 traffic count data. These data were used 
to develop annual forecasts for the 12 highway segments through 2035. 

To forecast future levels of service for signalized intersections in Roosevelt and 
Vernal, the team reviewed data collected through other study efforts (such as the 
ongoing Vernal Bypass investigation by the Uintah Basin Transportation Special 
Services District) and collected new information at intersections with heavy 
turning volumes and at signalized intersections that had not previously been 
studied. 

The forecasts for future traffic volumes used the trend that was set by the existing 
counts and established a forecast using regression-based analysis to find a fitted 
curve that best fit the established trend. Using the regression methodology, three 
forecast equations were reviewed, and the most applicable one was selected to 
develop a best representation of traffic volumes along the corridor (that is, an R2 
value closest to 1). This equation was used to create the long-range (30-year) 
forecast for the corridor. The forecast was populated on an annual basis for the 
30-year period, and then an overall rate was established for each highway level of 
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service analysis segment. The actual equation that was used for development of 
the forecast is as follows: 

Where X is years and Y is traffic count numbers, 

 

Intersection counts were factored up on an annual basis to represent years 2012, 
2020, and 2035 for forecast intersection level of service calculations. Without 
having historical count data on intersecting roads, all intersection movements 
were factored using an equal percentage based on traffic growth rates for US 40. 

In addition to total traffic, the forecasts considered the trend of vehicle type. This 
was important because truck traffic has grown from about 20% of the total 
volume to about 33% of the total volume on the east end of the corridor (near 
Vernal/Naples) over the last 20 years. Oil and gas providers, shippers, and lease 
permitting authorities expect this trend to continue (HDR 2007). Estimates for 
the year 2035 predict that 47% of the volume on the east end of the corridor will 
be trucks, with the percentage decreasing toward the west end of the corridor 
(Heber City). 

 



 

Appendix C:  Projected Intersection Volumes and Level of Service 

C.1 Roosevelt Signal System: Intersection Volumes 

AM Peak Period Adjusted for Seasonala 

SB WB NB EB 
 RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT Total 

Raw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Growth Rate 

Existing (2007) 38 11 20 32 365 55 20 16 11 7 382 96 1054 
0.0334 2012 45 13 24 38 431 65 24 19 13 8 450 113 1243 
0.0334 2020 58 17 31 49 560 85 31 24 17 10 586 146 1616 

St
at

e 

0.0334 2035 95 29 51 80 917 139 51 40 29 17 959 240 2646 
Raw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 29 434 29 58 40 106 49 439 20 43 46 39 1333 

0.0334 2012 34 512 34 69 47 125 58 517 23 51 54 46 1571 
0.0334 2020 44 666 44 89 62 163 76 673 30 66 71 60 2044 La

go
on

 

0.0334 2035 72 1090 72 146 101 266 124 1101 49 108 116 99 3345 
Raw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 33 133 30 55 250 250 283 187 40 80 200 30 1572 

0.0334 2012 39 157 35 65 295 295 334 220 47 94 236 35 1853 
0.0334 2020 51 204 46 85 383 383 434 286 61 123 307 46 2410 Ea

st
 2

00
 N

 

0.0334 2035 84 335 75 139 627 627 711 468 100 201 502 75 3944 
Raw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 45 16 45 19 478 8 16 16 33 15 465 32 1189 

0.0334 2012 54 19 54 22 563 10 19 19 38 18 549 38 1401 
0.0334 2020 70 24 70 29 732 13 24 24 50 23 713 49 1822 

N
or

th
 6

00
 E

 

0.0334 2035 114 40 114 48 1198 21 40 40 82 38 1168 80 2982 

Note: No count information for AM Peak, used PM and average peak difference in Vernal – 1.58 greater volumes used 1.5. 
a April adjusted to August peak. April is 0.961 and August is 1.098; correction is 0.137. Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are completed 

between 2007 and 2035. 
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PM Peak Period Adjusted for Seasonala 

SB WB NB EB 
 RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT Total 

Raw 50 15 27 42 482 73 27 21 15 9 504 126 1391 
Growth Rate 

Existing (2007) 57 17 31 48 548 83 31 24 17 10 573 143 1582 
0.0334 2012 67 20 36 56 646 98 36 28 20 12 675 169 1864 
0.0334 2020 87 26 47 73 840 127 47 37 26 16 878 220 2424 

St
at

e 

0.0334 2035 143 43 77 120 1375 208 77 60 43 26 1438 359 3968 
Raw 38 573 38 77 53 140 65 579 26 57 61 52 1759 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 43 652 43 88 60 159 74 658 30 65 69 59 2000 

0.0334 2012 51 768 51 103 71 188 87 776 35 76 82 70 2357 
0.0334 2020 66 999 66 134 92 244 113 1009 45 99 106 91 3066 La

go
on

 

0.0334 2035 108 1635 108 220 151 399 185 1652 74 163 174 148 5018 
Raw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 50 200 45 83 375 375 425 280 60 120 300 45 2358 

0.0334 2012 59 236 53 98 442 442 501 330 71 141 354 53 2779 
0.0334 2020 77 307 69 127 575 575 651 429 92 184 460 69 3614 Ea

st
 2

00
 N

b  

0.0334 2035 125 502 113 208 941 941 1066 703 151 301 753 113 5916 
Raw 60 21 60 25 630 11 21 21 43 20 614 42 1568 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 68 24 68 28 716 13 24 24 49 23 698 48 1783 

0.0334 2012 80 28 80 33 844 15 28 28 58 27 823 56 2101 
0.0334 2020 105 37 105 44 1098 19 37 37 75 35 1070 73 2733 

N
or

th
 6

00
 E

 

0.0334 2035 171 60 171 71 1797 31 60 60 123 57 1752 120 4473 

No count information for AM Peak, used PM and average peak difference in Vernal – 1.58 greater volumes used 1.5. 
a April adjusted to August Peak. April is 0.961 and August is 1.098; correction is 0.137. Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are completed 

between 2007 and 2035. 
b No count information for East 200 N – balance flow for adjacent intersections and estimated remaining volumes. 
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C.2 Vernal Signal System: Intersection Volumes 

AM Peak Period Adjusted for Seasonala 

SB WB NB EB 
 RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT Total 

Raw 71 131 87 10 416 6 7 91 86 77 439 36 1457 
Growth Rate 

Existing (2007) 91 168 112 13 534 8 9 117 110 99 563 46 1869 
0.0139 2012 98 180 120 14 572 8 10 125 118 106 603 49 2003 
0.0139 2020 109 201 134 15 639 9 11 140 132 118 674 55 2237 10

0 
So

ut
h 

0.0139 2035 134 247 164 19 786 11 13 172 162 145 829 68 2751 
Raw 62 65 45 69 468 41 32 125 71 39 507 17 1541 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 80 83 58 89 600 53 41 160 91 50 650 22 1977 

0.0139 2012 85 89 62 95 643 56 44 172 98 54 697 23 2118 
0.0139 2020 95 100 69 106 718 63 49 192 109 60 778 26 2366 50

0 
W

es
t 

0.0139 2035 117 123 85 130 884 77 60 236 134 74 957 32 2910 
Raw 9 9 7 11 541 2 9 9 3 10 603 18 1231 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 12 12 9 14 694 3 12 12 4 13 774 23 1579 

0.0139 2012 12 12 10 15 744 3 12 12 4 14 829 25 1692 
0.0139 2020 14 14 11 17 831 3 14 14 5 15 926 28 1890 10

0 
W

es
t 

0.0139 2035 17 17 13 21 1022 4 17 17 6 19 1139 34 2325 
Raw 81 74 102 68 466 21 45 93 46 30 528 55 1609 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 104 95 131 87 598 27 58 119 59 38 677 71 2064 

0.0139 2012 111 102 140 93 641 29 62 128 63 41 726 76 2212 
0.0139 2020 124 114 157 104 715 32 69 143 71 46 811 84 2470 U

S 
19

1 

0.0139 2035 153 140 193 128 880 40 85 176 87 57 997 104 3038 
Raw 44 47 42 40 440 11 43 45 39 39 562 44 1396 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 56 60 54 51 565 14 55 58 50 50 721 56 1791 

0.0139 2012 60 65 58 55 605 15 59 62 54 54 773 60 1919 
0.0139 2020 68 72 64 61 675 17 66 69 60 60 863 68 2143 50

0 
Ea

st
 

0.0139 2035 83 89 79 76 831 21 81 85 74 74 1061 83 2636 
a January adjusted to August peak. January is 0.815 and August is 1.098; correction is 0.283. Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are 

completed between 2007 and 2035. 
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PM Peak Period Adjusted for Seasonala 

SB WB NB EB 
 RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT RT TH LT Total 

Raw 113 78 110 49 905 16 11 78 214 124 616 90 2404 
Growth Rate 

Existing (2007) 145 100 141 63 1161 21 14 100 275 159 790 115 3084 
0.0139 2012 155 107 151 67 1244 22 15 107 294 170 847 124 3305 
0.0139 2020 173 120 169 75 1389 25 17 120 329 190 946 138 3691 10

0 
So

ut
h 

0.0139 2035 213 147 208 93 1709 30 21 147 404 234 1163 170 4540 
Raw 131 153 95 136 911 77 43 122 84 27 704 51 2534 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 168 196 122 174 1169 99 55 157 108 35 903 65 3251 

0.0139 2012 180 210 131 187 1252 106 59 168 115 37 968 70 3483 
0.0139 2020 201 235 146 209 1399 118 66 187 129 41 1081 78 3890 50

0 
W

es
t 

0.0139 2035 247 289 179 257 1720 145 81 230 159 51 1329 96 4785 
Raw 43 21 17 29 1117 12 18 18 37 31 755 21 2119 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 55 27 22 37 1433 15 23 23 47 40 969 27 2719 

0.0139 2012 59 29 23 40 1536 16 25 25 51 43 1038 29 2913 
0.0139 2020 66 32 26 45 1715 18 28 28 57 48 1159 32 3253 10

0 
W

es
t 

0.0139 2035 81 40 32 55 2109 23 34 34 70 59 1426 40 4001 

Raw 199 141 86 85 810 39 29 110 97 74 523 152 2345 Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 255 181 110 109 1039 50 37 141 124 95 671 195 3009 

0.0139 2012 274 194 118 117 1113 54 40 151 133 102 719 209 3224 
0.0139 2020 306 216 132 130 1244 60 45 169 149 114 803 233 3600 

U
S 

19
1 

0.0139 2035 376 266 162 161 1530 74 55 208 183 140 988 287 4428 
Raw 49 60 90 102 909 40 42 58 61 36 512 52 2011 

Growth Rate 
Existing (2007) 63 77 115 131 1166 51 54 74 78 46 657 67 2580 

0.0139 2012 67 82 124 140 1250 55 58 80 84 49 704 71 2764 
0.0139 2020 75 92 138 157 1395 61 64 89 94 55 786 80 3087 50

0 
Ea

st
 

0.0139 2035 93 113 170 193 1717 76 79 110 115 68 967 98 3798 
a January adjusted to August peak. January is 0.815 and August is 1.098; correction is 0.283. Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are 

completed between 2007 and 2035. 
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C.3 Roosevelt Signal System Level of Service and Intersection Delay 

 

US 40 Roosevelt Traffic Signal System 2007 and 2035 Level of Service and Intersection Delay - AM Peak Perioda 

Level of Service and Intersection Delay in Seconds 

US 40 Cross Street 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Overall Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

Intersection 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 

State Street A 
1.9 sec 

A 
8.9 sec 

A 
0.4 sec 

B 
13.8 sec 

C 
29.5 sec 

D 
36.6 sec 

C 
29.6 sec 

D 
37.4 sec 

A 
4.2 sec 

B 
14.2 sec 

Lagoon Street  A 
7.8 sec 

C 
21.8 sec 

A 
7.7 sec 

C 
29.9 sec 

B 
17.1 sec 

C 
32.1 sec 

B 
13.3 sec 

C 
30.2 sec 

B 
13.1 sec 

C 
27.4 sec 

200 East C 
26 sec 

C 
29.7 sec 

C 
21.1 sec 

C 
34.5 sec 

A 
8.7 sec 

D 
36.8 sec 

B 
15.8 sec 

C 
22.7 sec 

B 
17.4 sec 

C 
32.8 sec 

600 East A 
2.2 sec 

A 
4.3 sec 

A 
2.9 sec 

A 
5.1 sec 

C 
26.9 sec 

C 
32.9 sec 

C 
26.9 sec 

C 
34.8 sec 

A 
6.3 sec 

A 
9.3 sec 

a Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are completed between 2007 and 2035. 
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US 40 Roosevelt Traffic Signal System 2007 and 2035 Level of Service and Intersection Delay - PM Peak Perioda 

Level of Service and Intersection Delay in Seconds 

US 40 Cross Street 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Overall Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

Intersection 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 

State Street A 
2.5 sec 

C 
27.2 sec 

A 
2.3 sec 

C 
27.2 sec 

C 
30.4 sec 

E 
55.0 sec 

C 
30.7 sec 

E 
61.7 sec 

A 
5.7 sec 

C 
30.7 sec 

Lagoon Street  A 
9.5 sec 

D 
42.4 sec 

A 
9.5 sec 

E 
72.5 sec 

B 
18.0 sec 

E 
78.0 sec 

B 
18.3 sec 

E 
74.4 sec 

B 
15.7 sec 

E 
62.9 sec 

200 East C 
33.1 sec 

D 
54.1 sec 

C 
29.8 sec 

D 
41.3 sec 

C 
24.8 sec 

C 
27.8 sec 

C 
26.9 sec 

D 
51.6 sec 

C 
28.5 sec 

D 
40.7 sec 

600 East A 
3.4 sec 

C 
20.3 sec 

A 
3.5 sec 

C 
23.9 sec 

C 
28.7 sec 

D 
43.4 sec 

C 
28.8 sec 

D 
49.8 sec 

A 
7.4 sec 

C 
25.9 sec 

a Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are completed between 2007 and 2035. 
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C.4 Vernal Signal System Level of Service and Intersection Delay 

 

US 40 Vernal Traffic Signal System 2007 and 2035 Level of Service and Intersection Delay - AM Peak Perioda 

Level of Service and Intersection Delay in Seconds 

US 40 Cross Street 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Overall Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

Intersection 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 

100 South  
B 
19.3 sec 

D 
48.6 sec 

B 
18.5 sec 

E 
74.1 sec 

E 
56.5 sec 

F 
486.6 sec 

C 
24.3 sec 

C 
31.2 sec 

C 
27.2 sec 

F 
113.6 sec 

500 West  
A 
5.2 sec 

C 
20.3 sec 

A 
2.6 sec 

A 
9.9 sec 

C 
26.7 sec 

C 
34.9 sec 

C 
30.3 sec 

C 
28.7 sec 

A 
7.6 sec 

B 
19.5 sec 

100 West  
A 
1.1 sec 

A 
1.6 sec 

A 
1.5 sec 

A 
2.4 sec 

C 
34.9 sec 

C 
33.4 sec 

C 
34.7 sec 

C 
33.0 sec 

A 
3.6 sec 

A 
4.0 sec 

Route 191  
A 
3.5 sec 

C 
24.0 sec 

A 
5.4 sec 

A 
9.6 sec 

C 
24.1 sec 

B 
19.8 sec 

C 
27.1 sec 

C 
29.4 sec 

B 
10.2 sec 

B 
19.9 sec 

500 East 
A 
2.7 sec 

A 
9.0 sec 

A 
3.0 sec 

A 
5.9 sec 

C 
33.1 sec 

C 
31.3 sec 

C 
33.5 sec 

C 
30.9 sec 

A 
8.0 sec 

B 
11.6 sec 

a Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are completed between 2007 and 2035. 
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US 40 Vernal Traffic Signal System 2007 and 2035 Level of Service and Intersection Delay - PM Peak Perioda 

Level of Service and Intersection Delay in Seconds 

US 40 Cross Street 

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 
Overall Intersection LOS 

and Delay 

Intersection 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 2007 2035 

100 South  
C 
34.0 sec 

E 
59.5 sec 

D 
50.6 sec 

F 
209.8 sec 

E 
86.7 sec 

F 
512.1 sec 

D 
22.9 sec 

C 
26.9 sec 

D 
46.2 sec 

F 
174.3 sec 

500 West  
B 
14.5 sec 

C 
34.7 sec 

D 
38.5 sec 

F 
342.0 sec 

E 
63.0 sec 

F 
310.3 sec 

D 
35.4 sec 

F 
84.4 sec 

C 
33.6 sec 

F 
216.1 sec 

100 West  
A 
1.2 sec 

A 
6.2 sec 

A 
2.8 sec 

C 
29.8 sec 

D 
44.2 sec 

D 
44.0 sec 

D 
41.0 sec 

D 
37.4 sec 

A 
5.7 sec 

C 
22.0 sec 

Route 191  
F 
164.8 sec 

F 
433.5 sec 

A 
7.6 sec 

C 
33.4 sec 

F 
112.8 sec 

F 
478.7 sec 

C 
32.5 sec 

E 
68.4 sec 

E 
74.1 sec 

F 
214.5 sec 

500 East 
A 
5.9 sec 

D 
41.2 sec 

B 
11.3 sec 

F 
87.1 sec 

D 
36.3 sec 

F 
83.0 sec 

D 
46.2 sec 

F 
160.9 sec 

B 
15.5 sec 

F 
81.3 sec 

a Assumes no intersection or other roadway improvements are completed between 2007 and 2035. 
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1.0 Introduction and Setting  

U.S. Highway 40 (US 40) is a public highway facility that is intended, designed 
and operated to meet the needs of the traveling public for personal and 
commercial use. US 40 has a substantial volume of increasing commercial traffic 
to support the development and operation of the region’s oil and gas industry as 
well as a growing residential population. US 40 is the only major route for travel 
between the Uintah Basin and service areas in Salt Lake City and the Wasatch 
Front. US 40 is also the primary route to access significant local and regional 
recreation resources and attractions including Dinosaur National Monument, 
Strawberry Reservoir, Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the Green River, along with 
a myriad of motorized and non-motorized trails, camping facilities and hunting 
areas. When planning for improvements to meet the current and future needs of 
the corridor it was appropriate that the planning process include meaningful 
opportunities for public participation so that the final plan recommendations 
incorporate actions that accurately reflect the needs and concerns of corridor 
users.  

1.1 General Public Involvement Strategy and Elements  

The strategy for involving the public in the US 40 Corridor Study (Study) 
included a variety of activities, integrated together into an overall Public 
Involvement Plan (PIP). The PIP was designed to meet the needs of corridor 
users and area residents while supporting the overall planning process. The 
public involvement activities were designed to help ensure that the process 
identified and addressed the most important user needs and involved the public 
and key stakeholders in the determination of the most appropriate and realistic 
improvement recommendations, with a goal of identifying solutions to meet the 
identified corridor needs. In general, activities included interviews with key 
corridor stakeholders, workshops with community and county elected officials 
and staff, interviews and workshops with stakeholder representatives and 
agencies, public open house events for general public participation, one-on-one 
discussions with Study representatives and electronic participation opportunities 
via the Study web site and comment forms.  Activities were held in Vernal, 
Roosevelt, and Heber City to provide access for residents corridor wide and to 
improve participation. These activities were augmented by Public Involvement 
Support Tools that included corridor-wide mailings to up to 1500 corridor 
residents, a Study brochure and newsletters, and a series of media releases to 
inform and invite participation at Study events. The PIP was developed in 
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partnership with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and included 
opportunity for adjustment of activities as needed to meet the needs of the Study 
and participants. 

See Table 1.1-1 for an outline of the public involvement activities and schedule 
of occurrence and Table 1.1-2 for a listing of public involvement support tools.   

 

Table 1.1-1. US 40 Public Involvement Elements and Schedule 

Item Date 

Stakeholder Interviews 
• Identify issues and invite participation in the process February / March 2007 

Public Workshops – Round #1 
• Intro the project and present basic existing conditions  
• Identify public issues & concerns 
• ** Included tribal presentation  

 Late April 2007 

Stakeholder Workshops – Round #1 
• Intro the project and present basic existing conditions 
• Identify additional issues / Refine and clarify as needed  
• Discuss preliminary corridor vision and goals 

Late April 2007 

Agency Meeting   
• Project orientation 
• Review existing conditions / Present future corridor conditions 
• Add new data, corrections, related info as needed 
• Present / discuss corridor vision and goals 
• Discuss draft feasible improvements / Gather comments 

Mid August 2007 

Stakeholder Workshops – Round #2 
• Present future corridor conditions 
• Present corridor vision and goals  
• Present draft feasible improvements / Gather comments  

Mid August 2007 

Public Workshops – Round #2 
• Present future corridor conditions 
• Present corridor vision and goals  
• Present draft corridor study recommendations 
• Gather comments 
• ** Included tribal presentation with staff  

September 2007 

Community Presentations 
• Present Study status and discuss key community issues 
• Present / gather comments on Study recommendations  

August / September 2007 

Scheduled as needed 
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Table 1.1-2. Public Involvement Support Tools 

• Media Coverage (Newspaper and Radio) As needed to support Public Involvement Plan  

• Comment Forms Coordinate with public events and project needs 

• Introductory Study Brochure and Newsletters At introduction and prior to each public workshop 

• Bulk Mailing / E mail List Corridor-wide Project kick off / Ongoing use / Upcoming events 

• Study Web Site (as part of the UDOT web site)  To provide information and gather input 

• Community Presentations (to be determined) To present Study information and gather input 

• Contact list of Study Team For miscellaneous stakeholder / public contacts 

1.2 Public Involvement Goals and Objectives 

A series of goals and objectives were established to guide the development and 
implementation of the public involvement activities.  

Goals 

• To create a high degree of public awareness about the study’s purpose, 
process, and opportunities for public involvement 

• To develop public trust in the process, consultant team, and UDOT  

• To meet area residents’ unique needs and expectations for participation  

• To provide timely opportunities for participation at project kick-off and 
at key decision points during the process 

• To identify and address the most important public and user concerns  

• To foster understanding of and support for the final study 
recommendations among residents, local governments, state and federal 
government agencies, and key stakeholders  

• To effectively involve agencies in planning for US 40 corridor 
improvements 

Objectives 

• To produce and distribute clear study information that meets public 
needs 

• To keep the study Web site information current 

• To update the study mailing list as needed   

• To clearly communicate study information through the UDOT Public 
Involvement Coordinator to the local media  
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• To keep UDOT informed regarding public input and perspectives  

• To inform UDOT of any outstanding public issues that may require 
changes in the PIP     
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2.0 Stakeholder Interaction 

Interaction with corridor stakeholders occurred in two ways: during initial 
interviews to introduce the Study and identify key issues and during the two 
rounds of stakeholder workshops to refine and prioritize issues and review 
preliminary improvement projects and study recommendations. Interviews and 
participation with stakeholders involved community and county government 
representatives, elected officials, tribal representatives, interested organization 
representatives, oil and gas / trucking industry representatives, planning 
administrators, school district representatives, special transportation district 
representatives, BLM, USFS, UHP, UDOT maintenance staff and user groups.  

2.1 Stakeholder Interviews and Highlights  

Interviews were conducted in person or over the phone at the beginning of the 
process with individuals and small groups that involved approximately fifty (50) 
stakeholders across the corridor. The interviews were conducted during February 
and March 2007. 

Highlights of Stakeholder Interview Comments/Concerns 

Initial stakeholder interviews identified the following major comments and 
concerns regarding the corridor, its operation and future needs. A complete list of 
the comments received during stakeholder interviews is included in Appendix A 
and a summary of comments is included in Appendix B (a print out of the 
comment database).  

Safety 

• Increasing traffic volumes, especially large trucks 

• High speeds 

• Passing conflicts 

• Slow moving vehicles/trucks merging and access conflicts 

• Narrow shoulders 

• Insufficient roadway capacity, primarily Duchesne east to Jensen 
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Congestion 

• US 40 is increasingly congested with frequent delays, especially in the 
east end of the corridor from Duchesne east to Jensen 

• High volumes of heavy truck traffic due to the growing oil and gas 
industry  

Intersection Conflicts 

• Many intersection conflicts, especially with large slow moving trucks 
accessing US 40 

• SR 88, 12-Mile Rd., Pleasant Valley Rd., Bridgeland Rd., SR 87, SR 
191, Bonanza Rd., Vernal Ave., and others near and through Roosevelt, 
Vernal, Duchesne and Naples 

• Turning movement conflicts – on/off US 40 – with large slow moving 
trucks, lack of dedicated left turn lanes, accel/decel lanes 

Design 

• Insufficient lane capacity to meet traffic demand and minimize delays 

• Duchesne to Jensen 

• Through Daniels Canyon 

• Narrow roadway/narrow shoulders throughout corridor 

• Insufficient number and length of passing lanes to safely meet traffic 
demands 

• Passing lane ending at top of hills – too short, safety concern, limited 
visibility 

• Lack of school bus pull off locations throughout corridor to get buses 
completely off US 40  

Environmental 

• Frequent wildlife strikes – throughout corridor 

• Lack of adequate stormwater/roadway runoff control and drainage 
systems compatible with community infrastructure 

• Hazardous material in and leaking from trucks 

• Incorrect placard use to identify hazardous materials 

• Livestock on roadway through Daniels Canyon 
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Community Transportation Issues 

• Community transportation issues as identified during previous 
UDOT/Community planning efforts – should be considered for inclusion 
in the US 40 Study as appropriate 

2.2 Stakeholder Workshops 

Two rounds of stakeholder workshops were held at key decision points in the 
process. Stakeholder Workshop #1 was conducted early in the process to refine 
issues identified during interviews and determine priority areas of concern. 
Stakeholder Workshop #2 was held near the end of the process to present and 
gather input regarding the list of proposed improvement projects and plan 
recommendations prior to presentation to the public.    

2.2.1 Stakeholder Workshop #1 

Stakeholder workshop #1 was held April 30, 2007, in Vernal, May 1 in Roosevelt 
and May 2, 2007, in Heber City. This first round of workshops involved 
representatives from local city and county governments, UHP, local school 
districts, county sheriff’s departments, BLM, USFS, Bureau of Indian Affairs and 
the Uintah Transportation Special Service District.  Specific results for each of 
the meetings are shown below.  

Stakeholder Workshop #1 in Vernal, Utah (April 30, 2007) 

Attendees 

• Lt. Jeff Chugg, UHP 

• Uintah School District   

• Troy Ostler, CIVCO Engineering 

• Paul Rodriguez, BLM 

• Naomi Hatch, BLM 

• Cheri McCurdy, Uintah Transportation Special Services District 

• Tammy Ferguson, Uintah County Roads 

• David Haslem, Uintah County Commission 

• Jeff Messell, Sheriff of Uintah County 

• Matt Cazier, Uintah County  
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• Keith Campbell, Chief Deputy, Uintah County Sheriff’s Office  

• Craig Blunt, Naples City 

• Shawn Derbyshire, BLM 

• Kelly Harris, DMJM Harris 

Study Team Representatives 

• Walt Steinvorth, UDOT 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 

• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 

Meeting Summary 

Introductions and presentation of the Study status, followed by discussion, 
questions and comments as follows: 

• Lt. Chugg mentioned that LEDC is doing a study on hazmat in 
July/August 2007 to verify the contents of trucks traveling US 40. 
Currently, many trucks are hauling materials with incorrect placards, so 
nobody knows what is actually being hauled. They will share 
information once study is complete. 

• Comment stating that traffic count data is not accurate due to the time of 
day (8 AM to 2 PM) and location of traffic counts (counts were held at 
MP 141, 129 and 122) However, there is a lot of truck traffic from 4 AM 
to 6 AM that was not counted. 

• Kelly Harris and Cheri McCurdy from Uintah Transportation Special 
Services District are working on verifying traffic count numbers within 
the month of May 2007. 

• School buses from Vernal to Pleasant Valley: buses have to leave 35 
minutes early to make pick-up times. Kids are spending more time on the 
bus. 

• Black ice around Jensen; request for UDOT to maintain better. 

• BLM projected an increase in oil and gas leases (about 1,300 permits this 
year).  
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• BLM has information on wildlife (prairie dog towns). If project team 
sends BLM the shape file of what it has so far, BLM can verify/correct 
with the information they have.  

• Need to look at US 191, trucks come from US 191 (no weigh stations) 
onto US 40. 

• Traffic counts may also be off because there is a lot of movement within 
Uintah County that is not considered interstate traffic.  

• BLM oil and gas wells, potential for huge increase and could happen at 
any time. This would result in large traffic increase. 

• Consider leaving US 40 the way it is and build new road. 

• Safety and congestion issues go hand in hand. 

• College campus being built. New Lowes coming to Vernal. 

• US 40 between Roosevelt and Vernal has constant traffic 

• UDOT stated that this summer they are adding a lane in the “Twist” and 
extending passing lane. 

• Vernal needs left turn signal within town. 

• If we deal with congestion, intersections, and roadway design (in that 
order) we would solve the safety issue. 

• Traveling into Vernal (near scenic view) there is a bottleneck because 
lanes are reduced (~MP 141-142 and 2500 W). A new shopping area is 
going in there and it will only get worse. 

• 1500 S (East Side) big trucks are a problem; need design improvements. 

• 2000 South Halliburton complex, planning and going to be a problem 
(especially for Access issues) 

Discussion regarding interface between city, county and state: 

• Naples city says they do not know the rules regarding access and what 
they can do.  

o Mike Pepper stated that this study is a way for the city to make 
policy recommendations to guide development and support their city 
plans. 

o UDOT stated that there are rules on where access can go, but UDOT 
does not know what the city wants and is planning.  
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• County usually defaults to UDOT 

• County doesn’t have a way of incorporating approval or disapproval of 
access into city planning.  

• In Naples, aesthetics are an issue (scrap yards). Does the state have any 
enforcement over these yards? 

o UDOT stated that aesthetics are a local government issue. 

• UDOT stated that they do not want to implement projects that the public 
does not approve of. Therefore, UDOT wants city and county input on 
the corridor study plans. 

• Naples City asked about other small cities that have had success in 
corridor studies and road improvement. 

o Mike Pepper responded stating that Island Park, Idaho has planned a 
road enhancement project to add lanes and incorporated road lights, 
curb, gutter and sidewalk enhancements to make the area feel like a 
community. 

Stakeholder Workshop #1 in Roosevelt, Utah (May 1, 2007) 

Attendees 

• Rod Harrison, Kirk Wood and Kent Peatross, representatives from 
Duchesne County Commission 

• Karnel Murdock, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 

• Mike Hyde, Duchesne Planning 

• Nick Lundstrom, Duchesne Area Chamber of Commerce 

• Lt. Chugg, UHP 

Study Team Representatives 

• Walt Steinvorth, UDOT 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 

• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 
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Meeting Summary 

Introductions and presentation of the Study status, followed by discussion, 
questions and comments as follows: 

• BIA: Fort Duchesne Junction going westbound is congested (MP 121). 
There is a single lane at 4000 South, Roosevelt (Lemon Lane) and just 
pas Myton and Sellers Canyon (Bridgeland). 

• The passing lane is too short at White Rocks Junction. 

• Duchesne to Vernal is very congested.  

• Need restroom facilities near scenic overlook area (Starvation Overlook). 
(State tourism dollars may be used to fix this area, not definite yet.) 

• Farmer traffic from Bridgeland to Myton slows traffic. There are no turn 
lanes or shoulders to pass or for farm vehicles to pull over and let cars 
around. 

• Wetland from Bridgeland to Myton big chokepoint, congested. Is road 
widening possible because of the surrounding wetlands? 

• Will this study look at drainage? Vince Izzo stated that it will look at 
general drainage problems but detail will be in the design process. 

• Residential and non-residential development (non residential between 
Roosevelt and Myton) may requests for new business and camper sites. 

• Proposing industrial area outside Roosevelt (private developer, not 
approved).  

• Development on southeast side of Duchesne, blind access to commercial 
area. Safety is an issue, needs to be fixed. According to UDOT standards, 
this area doesn’t meet warrant level for improvement (need 100 cars per 
day, but only have about 30 per day – but still very dangerous). 

• Mike Hyde, the Duchesne planner is coordinating with Region 3 on 
development and access onto US 40. 

• Stop light at access of tribe facility needed. 

• Mike Hyde stated that Tribal billboards need to be improved or removed 
for aesthetics. 

• Oil and gas data should be updated because the USFS will soon be 
approving 400 new wells (in addition to the 1300 approved by BLM). 
Traffic will drastically increase. 
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• Duchesne County has information on number of vehicles coming out of 
Nine Mile Canyon (this will be increasing soon). Will be a problem at 
Pleasant Valley intersection. 

• Addition of signs along the corridor would be helpful to prevent 
accidents (arrows on turns, slow, stop, sharp curve, etc) especially at 
Strawberry Reservoir and Daniels Canyon. 

• UDOT mentioned a few projects that are in the pipeline for this summer: 

o Ballard 2500 East to Big O Tires, extend shoulder and add turn lane 

o Myton (Lemon Lane), adding passing lane 

o Passing lane project at MP 136 to current passing lane in the Twist 

o Ioka Junction: fix intersection and turn lane in Roosevelt 

o US 40 and SR 121, bridge coming from east changes from four lanes 
to two lane on bridge, back to four. (Bridge improvement might be 
on schedule but Bill needs to double check.) 

Stakeholder Workshop #1 in Heber City, Utah (May 2, 2007) 

Attendees 

• Robert Riddle, Wasatch County 

• Kaise Allen, Wasatch School District 

• Kipp Bangerter, Wasatch County 

• Wayne Jager, UDOT Systems Planning and Programming 

• Randall Richey, UHP 

• Al Mikelsen, Wasatch County Planning 

• Julie King, USFS, Uinta National Forest 

• Allen Faucett, Heber City Planning 

• Kevin Peterson, Benchmark Engineering 

Study Team Representatives 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT 

• Wayne Jager, UDOT 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 
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• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 

Meeting Summary 

Introductions and presentation of the Study status, followed by discussion, 
questions and comments as follows: 

• Access permits and intersections are an issue. 

• Signs needed around migration areas to minimize wildlife strikes. 

• Julie King of the USFS noted that dispersed recreation is an issue along 
the corridor; need to make decisions on where pull outs and camping 
areas can be located.  Problem with people illegally parking along US 40 
to ice fish on Strawberry Reservoir. 

o Vince Izzo stated that it is up to USFS to plan where they want rest 
areas and pull outs and to work with UDOT. 

• USFS stated that parking lots near Strawberry Reservoir and other 
recreation sites are not maintained during summer. They are meant for 
winter recreation use (OHV, hunting). USFS doesn’t have funding to 
maintain these rest areas year-round; maintenance should be subsidized 
by UDOT because majority of use is from people traveling US 40.  

• Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Vernal: commercial driveway access is an 
issue. Would like a frontage road.  

o Bill Townsend stated that frontage roads are the responsibility of 
County/City. 

• Wayne Jager stated that UDOT recently completed a rest area study we 
should look into.  

• Support consistency in frequency of turn lanes and length of passing 
lanes along the corridor so people do not make bad decisions because 
they are frustrated. 

• Recommend three or four lanes along corridor. 

• Pull out lanes would be helpful, if trucks have more than three cars 
behind them they have to pull over and let them pass. 

• Pass lanes coming down hill (especially Daniels Canyon), trucks have to 
drive slowly and people get frustrated and pass at unsafe locations.  
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Primary Areas of Concern 

In addition to the refinement of issues, the three workshops identified priority 
areas of concerns as a preliminary step to identifying corridor goals. The priority 
areas of concern were identified collectively as follows: 

• Safety 

• Congestion 

• Roadway design and operation 

• Intersection safety 

2.2.2 Stakeholder Workshop #2 

Stakeholder Workshop #2 was held in Vernal, Roosevelt and Heber City in 
August 2007. Participants included representatives of local city and county 
governments, county sheriff’s departments, USFS, BLM, school districts, and 
other interested corridor users. The workshops focused on presentation and 
gathering comments on the list of proposed improvement projects to address 
current and future corridor needs.   

Each meeting was initiated by introductions and a PowerPoint presentation given 
by Mike Pepper. The presentation included a brief Study description/recap, 
outline of what has been accomplished since the last meetings and a description 
of the next steps. 

General points touched on by the Study Team at both stakeholder workshops:   

• Explanation of how projects were ranked. 

• Bill Townsend of UDOT discussed the order projects may be 
implemented (may be in order of ranking as funding is available, but 
projects could also be implemented out of order). 

• Bill Townsend discussed the $25 million of funding designated for 
passing lanes from Duchesne to Vernal.  

• Dan Kuhn of UDOT discussed experience driving with trucks along US 
40, the variety of traffic on the corridor (automobile, RV, 18 wheeler and 
oil and gas service vehicles) and need to provide passing lanes to 
accommodate needs of different travelers. 

Highlights of comments received are as follows:   

• Strong overall support for the list of proposed improvement projects  
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• Priority order seems appropriate overall 

• Consider adding passing lanes in Daniels Canyon 

• Additional passing lanes may still be needed in some areas 

• Additional intersection improvements may be needed in Roosevelt, 
Duchesne, Vernal and Naples (also consider intersection projects 
identified during previous UDOT/city planning efforts) 

Specific results for each of the meetings are shown below.  

Stakeholder Workshop #2 in Roosevelt, Utah (August 21, 2007) 

Attendees 

• Kirk Wood, Duchesne County Commission 

• Carolyn Wilcken, Roosevelt City 

• Kent Peatross, Duchesne County Commission 

• Rod Harrison, Duchesne County Commission 

• Karnel Murdock, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

• Mike Hyde, Duchesne County 

• Irene Hanson, Duchesne Area Chamber of Commerce 

Study Team Representatives 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT Project Manager 

• Geoff Dupaix, UDOT Region 3 Public Inv. Coordinator 

• Dan Kuhn, UDOT Commercial Truck Coordinator 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering  

• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning, Public Inv. Coordinator 

Specific Comments Received 

• Duchesne County commissioners stated that they feel their concerns 
have been heard and are being addressed. 
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• Duchesne County stated that if road around Red Creek Bridge is 
widened, the bridge will likely be too narrow (bridge just completed two 
or three years ago). 

• Pleasant Valley intersection is frequently mentioned by truck drivers as 
an intersection that needs improvement. 

Stakeholder Workshop #2 in Vernal, Utah (August 21, 2007) 

Attendees 

• Cheri McCurdy, Uintah Transportation Special Service District 

• Jeff Merrell, Uintah County Sheriff 

• Glade Allred, Vernal City 

• Tammy Ferguson, Uintah County Roads  

• David Haslem, Uintah County 

• Quentin B. Johnson, Uintah County Roads 

• Jeremy Raymond, Uintah Fire District 

Study Team Representatives 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT Project Manager 

• Geoff Dupaix, UDOT Region 3 Public Involvement Coordinator 

• Dan Kuhn, UDOT Commercial Truck Coordinator 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 

• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning, Public Involvement Coordinator 

Specific Comments Received   

• Light at 500 South has been beneficial; city would like to look at other 
opportunities for signals. 

• General desire to get big trucks out of downtown. 

• Highway Patrol mentioned that traffic at 1500 E and US 40 caused a 
huge back up on Back to School night, no traffic signals results in no 
break in traffic to allow turns into the school. 
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• Tribe has entered into an agreement to allow oil wells on tribal property, 
truck numbers will increase. 

• County Commissioner brought up bypass discussion because he does not 
want to miss opportunity. Right of way is currently preserved, but it will 
not be for much longer and project will get more and more expensive. 

• Reconsider intersection improvements at Naples City/US 40 locations:  
1500 East and 1750 East (as requested by Craig Blunt, City Manager 
from Naples).   

Stakeholder Workshop #2 in Heber City, Utah (August 22, 2007) 

Attendees 

• Doug Sakaguchi, Utah Division of Wildlife Services 

• Al Mickelsen, Wasatch County 

• Randall Richey, UHP 

Study Team Representatives 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT Project Manager 

• Geoff Dupaix, UDOT Region 3 Public Involvement Coordinator 

• Dan Kuhn, UDOT Commercial Truck Coordinator 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 

• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning, Public Involvement Coordinator 

Specific Comments Received   

• Concern about wildlife strikes, need solution. 

• Planning in the area seems to leave a gap and issues in Heber City are 
not being addressed. Clarification was again provided by UDOT that this 
is a corridor study and the city of Heber was not included due to the fact 
that the issues to be addressed where US 40 goes through downtown are 
much more detailed and complex. They require a separate planning 
process that will involve the downtown community, etc. 

• Wasatch County stated that a bypass at the intersection of US 40 and SR 
189 is being looked at. 
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• Desire the study to address the need for downhill westbound passing 
lanes in Daniels Canyon. 
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3.0 General Public Outreach 

Two rounds of public open house events were held to provide opportunities for 
the general public to participate in person during the process. The public was 
informed about the meetings via an initial bulk mailing, media releases prior to 
the event and a bulk mailing to everyone on the project mailing list specifically 
inviting them to the event. Events were held in Heber City (first round of public 
open houses only), Roosevelt and Vernal. The public was also invited to 
participate in the process via the Study web site where they could read current 
Study information, learn of upcoming events and provide comments.  

3.1 Public Open House #1 

Public open house #1 was held in Vernal on April 30, Roosevelt on May 1 and in 
Heber City on May 2, 2007. The purpose of the events was to introduce the 
Study and gather comments regarding outstanding corridor issues and concerns.  
Table 3.1-1 summarizes attendance at the open houses.  

Table 3.1-1. Public Open House #1 Attendance Summary 

Location Date Public Attendance Study Team Attendance 

Vernal April 30, 2007 17 • Walt Steinvorth, UDOT 
• Bill Townsend, UDOT 
• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 
• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 
• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 
 

Roosevelt May 1, 2007 15 • Walt Steinvorth, UDOT 
• Bill Townsend, UDOT 
• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 
• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 
• Mile Pepper, KMP Planning 
 

Heber May 2, 2007 8 • Bill Townsend, UDOT 
• Wayne Jager, UDOT 
• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 
• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 
• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 
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Highlights of comments received from all three meetings are listed below. Also 
see the US 40 Public Comment database in Appendix B for specific locations and 
additional details for each type of comment.  

• Congestion; especially in the east end of the corridor between Duchesne 
and Naples 

• Lack of sufficient number and length of passing lanes 

• Narrow shoulders 

• Heavy truck traffic causing conflicts at major intersections with state 
highways, truck access points and through communities 

• Unsafe access/egress at major intersections 

• Wildlife strikes 

• Unsafe pedestrian crossings of US 40 in communities 

• Lack of roadway capacity to minimize delays and improve safety 

• Roadway design; some intersections don’t work for large trucks and 
some bridges are too narrow or slope the wrong way for at speed travel 

3.2 Public Open House #2 

Public open house #2 was held in Vernal and Roosevelt in September 2007. Due 
to low public turnout at the Heber City Public Workshop #1, a second public 
open house was not held in Heber City. The purpose of the open houses was to 
present and gather comments on the list of proposed improvement projects and 
primary plan recommendations. Table 3.2-1 summarizes the attendance at open 
house #2. 
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Table 3.2-1. Public Open House #2 Attendance Summary 

Location Date Public Attendance Study Team Attendance 

Vernal September 17, 2007 14 • Geoff Dupaix, UDOT 
• Bill Townsend, UDOT 
• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 
• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 
• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 
 

Roosevelt May 1, 2007 9 • Geoff Dupaix, UDOT 
• Bill Townsend, UDOT 
• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering 
• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 
Mike Pepper, KMP Planning 

 

In general, meeting attendees expressed strong overall support for the list of 
proposed improvement projects. Highlights of specific comments received from 
both meetings are listed below. Also see the US 40 Public Comment database in 
the Appendix B for specific locations and additional details for each type of 
comment.  

• Strong overall support of the list of proposed improvement projects 

• Consider adding westbound passing lanes in Daniels Canyon 

• US 40 between Naples and Jensen is lacking protected left turn lanes 

• Consider additional passing lanes between Ballard and the Twist 

• Raise Project Q and R up in priority 

• Antelope Creek Bridge still needs widening (MP 97) 

• Center lane/ add lanes: Three lanes or left turn lanes at intersections 
between Naples and Jensen 

• Uintah River bridges at MP 102: need to add lanes 

• Re-evaluate narrow intersection at MP 101 and US 40 
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4.0 Ute Tribe Outreach 

The Ute Tribe, which controls much of the land along the US 40 study 
corridor, was engaged specifically twice during the planning process. The 
first meeting with tribal representatives occurred at the issues identification 
stage, while the second focused on discussion of the list of proposed 
improvement projects.  

4.1 Tribal Contact #1 

The first tribal contact involved a presentation by the Study Team to the Tribal 
Business Council and Tribal Administrator on May 1, 2007. The purpose of the 
meeting, which was held in Fort Duchesne, was to introduce the Study and gather 
input from the Business Council regarding transportation issues on or along the 
corridor. Study team representatives present at this first meeting included Walt 
Steinvorth of UDOT; Vince Izzo and Dana Holmes of HDR; and Mike Pepper of 
KMP Planning.  

Comments received from the Tribal Business Council are listed below:   

• Corridor traffic has increased dramatically. There is road damage and the 
road is dangerous. A four lane road throughout the corridor would be 
helpful from Daniels Canyon through Jensen. 

• Concerned about funding to implement the Study recommendations. 

• The Twist is particularly dangerous.  

• Big game, other wildlife and big trucks are a problem. 

• It is important to remember that this is a scenic drive, so funding should 
be used to maintain aesthetics and scenic quality. 

• Remember that property along the corridor including Duchesne City is 
tribal property. This road needs to be approved on tribal land; tribe 
should be dealt with as a government agency. The tribe has right-of-way 
issues, the fees collected from oil and gas and utilities development along 
the corridor should be used to improve and maintain the right-of-way 
along US 40 on tribal lands. 

• A traffic light is needed at exit/entrance of the Ute reservation. Traffic is 
especially problematic at 3:30 to 7 PM. Also, Highway construction 
should be planned so it doesn’t disturb travel. 
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• M. Chairwoman stated that ROW does cross tribal lands, but overall 
safety along the corridor is the most important issue. 

• The dugway is dangerous (at entrance of nearby school). A number of 
tribal members have been hit by cars while crossing the street at the top 
of the hill.  

• Roads need better striping, need maintenance because the salt used 
during the winder erodes the reflective paint. 

• If environmental mitigation is involved as part of project 
implementation, the tribe wants to mitigate, and would like the credits 
and funding to do so if impacts occur on tribal lands. 

4.2 Tribal Contact #2 

The second opportunity to meet with tribal representatives occurred on 
September 18, 2007, in Fort Duchesne. The purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss the list of proposed improvement projects and gather input. The 
meeting involved only Barry Jensen, the tribal administrator due to 
unavailability of the Tribal Business Council.  Study team representatives 
that were present included Don Galligan of McMillen Engineering, Dana 
Holmes of HDR, and Mike Pepper of KMP Planning. 

Highlights of comments received during that discussion are as follows:   

• Question if UDOT will need additional tribal land right of way for these 
projects 

o Initial response to this question was that no additional right of way 
would be needed. A follow up contact to Mr. Jensen by Mr. Pepper 
was made to clarify that it was not known at this time if additional 
right of way would be needed to implement any of the improvement 
projects. And, that before any final project design decisions 
(including potential additional right of way) were made, the Tribe 
would have ample opportunity to participate in future project 
development discussions.  

• Question if additional highway / intersection/interchange improvements 
are needed along with the new signal location (entrance to the tribal 
headquarters). Concern that the planned new signal may prove to cause 
accidents due to rear ending at the light 
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• Consider additional improvements at “hilltop” east of Ballard (sight 
distance is not very good for cars accessing US 40).  

• Evaluate any additional improvements that may be needed to make the 
L&L corner in Roosevelt work better for turning trucks.  

Following the Study Team meeting with Tribal Administrator, Mr. Jensen 
presented the list of improvement projects to the Tribal Business Council on 
September 24, 2007. Comments from the Tribal Business Council are as follows:   

• They appreciated all the information it really helped.   

• Concerned with the possible expansion of the road from 2 lanes to 3 or 4; 
that there is not enough road right away and that the state would be 
coming back (to the Tribe) to ask for more right of way. They were not 
too happy with that part of the concept. I mentioned right now we are not 
sure how much if any land they will need in the future. That was the big 
concern.  
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5.0 Agency Outreach 

Agencies with regulatory authority over resources along US 40 or interested in 
the operation of the corridor were invited to participate in the process in three 
ways: in stakeholder interviews, at stakeholder workshops and public events and 
at a special agency workshop.  Comments and input from agencies received as 
part of the initial interviews and stakeholder workshops is already included in the 
highlights listed earlier in this chapter.  

5.1 Special Agency Workshop 

A special workshop was held in August 20, 2007, in Salt Lake City for agencies 
only to present and gather comments on the list of proposed improvement 
projects, identify any “fatal flaws”, and identify projects that need modification 
or should be considered for removal from the list.  

General points touched on by the Study Team at the beginning of the workshop:   

• Explanation of how projects were ranked. 

• Bill Townsend of UDOT discussed the order in which projects may be 
implemented (may be in order of ranking as funding is available, but 
projects could also be implemented out of order). 

• Bill Townsend discussed the $25 million of funding designated for 
passing lanes from Duchesne to Vernal.  

• Dan Kuhn of UDOT: discussed the experience driving with trucks along 
US 40, the variety of traffic on the corridor (automobile, RV, 18 wheeler 
and oil and gas service vehicles) and need to provide passing lanes to 
accommodate needs of different travelers. 

The workshop was attended by the following agency representatives: 

• John Campbell, Uinta National Forest 

• Robert Riddle, Wasatch County 

• Julie King, Uinta National Forest 

• Betsy Herrmann, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Study Team Representatives present at the meeting included: 

• Bill Townsend, UDOT Project Manager 
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• Geoff Dupaix, UDOT Region 3 Public Involvement Coordinator 

• Dan Kuhn, UDOT Commercial Truck Coordinator 

• Vince Izzo, HDR Engineering  

• Dana Holmes, HDR Engineering 

• Mike Pepper, KMP Planning, Public Involvement Coordinator 

Comments received during the agency workshop are listed below.    

• The USFWS mentioned that surveys for Ute ladies’-tresses will need to 
be conducted before construction projects and should be mentioned in 
the plan. The USFWS felt the plant could occur along most of the 
corridor east of Strawberry Reservoir. 

• There is a bald eagle nest east of Duchesne and winter roosting occurs 
along the river.  

• The U.S. Forest Service would like advanced notice before projects so 
they can plan pullouts.  

• The U.S. Forest Service mentioned that pulling into and out off Whiskey 
Springs day use area in Daniels Canyon was very dangerous and should 
be added to the project list. 
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6.0   Summary Comments and Observations 

The public involvement activities planned and conducted for the US 40 Corridor 
Study accomplished the overall goals and objectives listed in Section 1.2, Public 
Involvement Goals and Objectives, above. Participation was especially good 
during the stakeholder interviews and provided valuable information that assisted 
the team in identifying a very detailed list of issues, problem areas and concerns 
for all facets of corridor operation and needs. The stakeholder workshops 
provided good collaborative discussion with representatives from local 
communities, counties, agencies, UDOT maintenance and other key stakeholder 
groups, which assisted the team in understanding the priority types of issues to be 
addressed. This supported the subsequent development of corridor goals and very 
positive response regarding the list of proposed corridor improvement projects.  

Tribal input was especially good at the initial stage and informed the team about 
specific issues not identified through other project activities. This set the stage 
for future positive communications with the tribe regarding project 
implementation. Agency comments, although not lengthy, provided valuable 
insight into specific issues and led to refinement of the construction project and 
plan lists. Finally, participation from the general public, although less in intensive 
than the team expected, did provide critical input regarding additional projects to 
consider and overall support for the plan’s lists of proposed construction projects 
and plans and recommendations.   
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7.0 Public Involvement Tools, Mailings and Media 

The public involvement activities for the study included a series of tools, 
mailings and media communications to support the effort, provide clear 
information to the public and invite participation at public events.  

7.1 Initial Post Card Mailing 

An initial bulk mailing of 1600 postcards was sent to corridor property owners 
and key stakeholders at the outset of the study in February 2007. The purpose of 
the post card mailing was to announce the beginning of the study process, invite 
participation at the first public open house and offer an opportunity to join the 
study mailing list. A copy of the postcard is shown below. 
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7.2 Study Mailing List 

A mailing list was developed to support communication during the study with 
key stakeholders, agencies, local governments, tribal representatives and anyone 
who signed up on the mailing list by returning the initial post card, by attending 
public events, or through the study web site. By the conclusion of the study, the 
mailing list included 241entries, including both stakeholders and the general 
public. A copy of Study Mailing List is included in Appendix C.   

7.3 Study Web Page 

A web page was developed for the study to provide enhanced communication 
with the public, stakeholders and others interested in the study. The page was 
developed as an extension of the UDOT web page and included a description of 
the study, purpose, steps and schedule, corridor existing conditions information, 
maps, basis environmental information, outline of public involvement activities, 
invitation to public events and results of those events, workshops and meetings,   
copies of brochures and other mailings. The page also included the list of 
proposed improvement projects, plans recommendations and a copy of the draft 
study report for review and comment. In addition to viewing study information, 
those visiting the web page could join the mailing list and submit written 
electronic comments. Contact information was also included for those who 
wanted to make direct contact with study team members. The address for the 
study web page is http://www.udot.utah.gov/us40study/ 

7.4 Study Brochure 

A study brochure was developed to introduce the study purpose, boundaries, 
scope of work, schedule, contact information and invite participation to the first 
public meeting. The brochure was developed in two versions; an initial version 
introducing the study, with general information about the public participation 
opportunities. The second version, which included specific dates for the public 
open house events, was mailed to everyone on the Study mailing list prior to the 
first public open house. The brochure was also made available at all subsequent 
public events to provide Study background for those new to the Study process. 
Copies of the Study Brochures are shown below. 

 

http://www.udot.utah.gov/us40study/


 

Initial Brochure–Front 
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Initial Brochure–Back 

34 | Public Involvement Tools, Mailings and Media December 2007 



 

Follow-Up Brochure–Front 
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Follow-Up Brochure–Back 
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7.5 Comment Forms 

Comment forms were developed and made available at all public events, on the 
Study web site and distributed with the Study Brochure and the Study 
Newsletter. Comment form #1 was primarily designed to gather input on corridor 
issues and concerns. Comment form #2 was primarily designed to gather input on 
the draft corridor improvement projects and plans recommendations.  The 
comment forms are shown below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

7.6 Media Releases and Advertisements 

Media releases were issued by UDOT to all primary corridor newspapers at the 
beginning of the study to invite participation at public open house #1 and near the 
conclusion of the study to invite participation at public open house #2. Printed 
advertisements were also developed to further enhance the public’s awareness to 
upcoming public meetings. Distribution of these materials to corridor newspapers 
was also supplemented by direct contact and interviews by newspaper reporters 
with the UDOT public involvement coordinator. Copies of the media releases 
and advertisements are shown below.  
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Media Release 1 
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Media Ad 1 

 

 

Media Ad 2 
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Media Release 2 
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 Newsletter 

A Study newsletter was developed to present the corridor goals, draft 
improvement projects and invite participation to the second round of public open 
houses. The newsletter was mailed to everyone on the Study mailing list and 
included Comment form #2 as described above. The newsletter was also made 
available at all public events and on the Study web site. A copy of the newsletter 
is shown below.  

 

7.7 Study



 

Newsletter–Front 
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Appendix A: Stakeholder Interview Results Summary    

Detailed Results Summary: on corridor March 13-15, 2007, and by phone March 
26-30, 2007 

 

TUESDAY, MARCH 13, 2007 

 

UDOT Maintenance Staff 
• Paul Baum – UDOT Tabiona Maint Shed:  pbaum@utah.gov   

o MP 62 – 68 – road narrows 
o MP 65 – 65.5 – Bridge structure at Red Crk Sand Wash needs assessment  
o MP 61 – Unsafe / unprotected turning movements – primarily in summer 
o MP 61, 62-63 – insufficient passing lanes – causes delays, congestion and unsafe passing 

activities 
o MP 62-68 – Fruitland Store to Tabiona Junction – Narrow roadway  
o MP 65 – 66.5 – box culvert structures are inadequate – need replacement  
o MP 57 – 60 EB, MP 61.4 – 61.6 WB and MP 66.6 – 68 EB – insufficient passing lanes 

for traffic volumes and safe travel 
o MP 65 – narrow and curving roadway – needs realignment 
o MP 61 and 65 – unsafe merging conflict – lack of accel lanes 
o MP 59 – Viewpoint / pull off – needs clean up, renovation, repaving, repair or replace to 

provide safe facility in good condition 
o High truck volumes throughout Paul’s section – estimate at 50 to 60% of overall traffic 

volumes – cause speed conflicts, unsafe merging conditions, traffic delays 
o Increasing volume of wildlife strikes by large trucks throughout this section 
o Traffic conflicts at the following intersections or access points on US 40 

 MP 59.7 – rt turn EB, MP 60.8 – left turn EB, MP 61 – left and rt turn EB, MP 
62.8 – left and right turn EB, MP 63.2 – left turn EB, MP 63.9 – left turn EB at 
Meadow Estates, MP 64.4 – Rt. Turn EB, MP 64.6 – rt turn EB, MP 65.4 – left 
turn EB, MP 65.9 – left turn EB, MP 67.7 – rt turn EB.  

• Tyke Kargis – UDOT Duchesne Maint Shed: gkargis@utah.gov  
o Inconsistent roadway width throughout this section – presents safety concerns, passing 

difficulties, narrow shoulders, etc.  
o Narrow roadway – MP 68-69 and Duchesne East – insufficient shoulders for emergency 

use’ 
o Narrow / frequent approaches and accesses – conflicts with highway traffic 
o Narrow roadways at hilltops – passing lanes end too soon, cause limited sight distance of 

approaching / passing vehicles 
o Passing conflicts with insufficient amount of dedicated passing lanes – WB MP 69 to 

Rest Area 
 Suggest extension of  passing lane WB at MP 73.9 

o Frequent left turn areas without protected left turn lanes present turning conflicts with 
high speed highway traffic 
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 Left turn lane at top of hill at MP 73.9 – visibility / safety problems 

 Vegetation in ROW causes limited visibility of wildlife – safety concern  
o Freedom
o Starvati

adequate picnic area, sidewalks and signage 
o Guardrails need upgrading at MP 68-87 
o Road surface in Duchesne is too high compared to curb/gutter height – causes drainage 

 problems 
o Some trees in Duchesne sidewalk corridors limit sight for drivers of other vehicles and 

pedestrians 
0 intersection WB (on US 40) to NB (on SR 87) turn radius is too tight for 

– can’t stay in their lane 
rge trucks  

 River – check sufficiency rating  
ict between 

dgeland – lack 

Duchesn

. Box 910 Duchesne, UT  84021 
, Utah 84021 

, Utah 84021 

Cit

Duchesn

Comments 
• Safety

ucks and vehicles entering and 

• Lack of left turn protection 
ing and 

 separation between vehicles  

• Lack of left turn protection 

o Wildlife issues 
 Strikes – Winter elk crossing area - MP 88-89 

 Bridge (Starvation Reservoir) reflectivity is poor 
on Reservoir Rest Area is in poor condition; asphalt is cracked and failed, lack of 

and maintenance

o SR 87 / US 4
large trucks 

o SR 191 / US 40 intersection – turn radius too tight for la
o Narrow bridge at Strawberry
o Bridgeland / US 40 intersection – county road approach is too narrow, confl

high speed US 40 vehicles and slow moving trucks merging on and off Bri
of accel / decel lanes 

nty e Cou
• Mark Mecham, Duchesne County School District:   

o P.O. Box 446  Duchesne, UT 84021 / 900 East Lagoon 124-6 Roosevelt, UT 84066  
• Mike Hyde, Duchesne County Planner:  P.O
• Travis Mitchell, Duchesne County Sheriff:  P.O. Box 985 Duchesne
• Glen Murphy, Duchesne County Road Supt.:  P.O. Box 356, Duchesne

y of Duchesne 
• Richard Ivis, Duchesne City Council:  165 South Center, Duchesne, UT 84021 
• Clinton Park, Duchesne City Council 

e County Special Services District 
• Carrie Mascaro, Director:  P.O. Box 390 Duchesne, UT 84021 

 Issues 
o Pleasant Valley Rd. / US 40 Intersection - Conflict with tr

leaving US 40 at Pleasant Valley Rd. 
 Speed conflicts with no separation between vehicles  

• Lack of accel / decel lane  

o Bridgeland Rd. / US 40 Intersection - Conflict with trucks and vehicles enter
leaving US 40 at Bridgeland Rd.  

 Speed conflicts with no
• Lack of accel / decel lane  

o Nar or emergency pullouts, 
breakdowns, etc. 

row shoulders throughout corridor – insufficient width f
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o Bottlenecks on hills creates vehicle conflicts where climbing / passing lane runs out – 
 truck traffic 

ration and protection  of 

S 40 in Duchesne Co. and have no 

r SH (SR) 87 hill – visibility is limited for oncoming vehicles  

lem locations  

uchesne; noise, conflict with other vehicles and 

ing project, expanding to 4 lanes is already in the STIP 
gestion in Roosevelt – school crossing safety concerns on US 40  

day, poor 

truck use – 
.  

se –  
flicts, slow merging, lack of dedicated turn lanes, accel/decel lanes, etc.  

tion geometrics – WB on US 40/NB on SH 87 
it – downhill WB conflicts w/trucks, vehicles and 

e to meet traffic demands for the 
20 yr planning horizon 

River Bridge – sharp curve for EB travel 

t top of hill 
00 S  

o Heavy S 40 between Roosevelt and Duchesne - 
ins and cars together 

rn lanes may be needed 
affic 

 approx. 3 mi east 

especially due to
o Red Creek / US 40 Intersection – congested and no sepa

conflicting vehicle movements 
 Lack of protected left turn lane 
 No passing lane for both east and west travel  

o Approx. 25 School bus stops are directly on U
protection 

 Consider developing pullouts off US 40 for school bus stops 
 Particularly bad nea
 Note:  Mark Mecham (Duchesne Co. Schools) will provide list of priority 

prob
o High speed on SH (SR) 87 at approach to US 40 
o High volume of truck traffic through D

pedestrians – lack of a truck route 
o School crossing safety concerns on US 40 in Roosevelt 

• Congestion 
o Congestion / insufficient capacity west of Roosevelt 

 Note:  a widen
o Con

• Intersection Safety Issues 
o SH (SR) 87 / US 40 – lack of control, high congestion, conflicts, low LOS all 

visibility due to parked cars 
o Bridgeland Rd. / US 40 needs improvement to support heavy volume 

conflicts, slow merging, lack of dedicated turn lanes, accel/decel lanes, etc
o Pleasant Valley / US 40 needs improvement to support heave volume truck u

con
• Design Issues 

o Lack of “super” on US 40 curve at Red Creek turnoff 
o Difficult / unworkable intersec
o Congestion on Daniel’s Summ

Recreational traffic – lack of passing lane 
o Capacity of existing roadway configuration is inadequat

o Duchesne 
o Street surfaces are higher than curb and gutter due to overlays – in both Duchesne and 

Roosevelt – causes drainage and maintenance problems 
o Limit de  visibility on US 40 at 4000 So. WB – intersection is a

 Includes limited visibility at Brokaw Rd. for EB @ 45
 truck volumes – especially between U

ufficient capacity to accommodate trucks 
o Insufficient number of left turn lanes, passing lanes and accel/decel lanes 

• Growth / Development  
o New development SE of Duchesne 

 Residential – 1,000 lots 
 Access improvements such as left tu
 US 40 / County Rd. #29 intersection may need improvement to meet new tr

volumes –
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o New residential development is planned No. of Myton – may need access and safety 
improvements 

o New residential development – US 40 / 45,000 West intersection may need impro
to handle increased traffic; accel

vement 
, decel, left turn lanes, etc.  

ent planned at MP 108 – West side of US 40 – 

/ Wildlife 

 overlays – in both Duchesne and 

Ci
 255 South State Street (36-8) Roosevelt, UT 84066 

•

ity Public Works 

•

Co

rall, especially between Roosevelt and Vernal 
nd Vernal – high traffic volumes, RV, truck and slow 

• 
o 

 

o New commercial and industrial developm
13 - 5-acre lots – not improved yet 

o More commercial development is planned between Duchesne and Roosevelt 
• Environmental 

o Truck brake noise on SH (SR) 87 as trucks approach US 40 
o Significant elk crossing area / animal strikes east of Duchesne City 

 To 4 miles east – MP 92/93 – especially bad in winter 
trian • Bike / Pedes

 Bike / pedestrian facility (separated pathway) is po lanned from Duchesne to Starvation 
Reservoir along Old US 40 (Starvation Lake Rd.) – also to connect to State Park – See 
Fred Hayes at Utah State Parks for more info / trail map 

Maintenance • 
 Street suo rfaces are higher than curb and gutter due to

Roosevelt - causes drainage and maintenance problems 

ty of Roosevelt 
• Brad Hancock, City Manager: 
• Jay Mitchell, City Public Works 

Eschler, Planning Administrat Roger or 
• Cory Dresk, City Public Works 
• Rick Harrison, City Public Works 
• Kirby Wolfinger, City Public Works 
• Clyde Stansfield, C
• Carolyn Wilcken, Council Administrative Secretary 
• Robert Yack, City Council 
• Dave Woostenhulme, City Council 

 Russell Cowan  Mayor
• Guy Coleman, City Council 
• Lane Yack, City Council 
• Vaun Ryan, City Council 

mments 
• Safety I essu s 

o Close proximity of large trucks to parallel parked cars along US 40 in Roosevelt 
o High speed entering Roosevelt – 55 – 65 mph 
o Exposed irrigation canals along US 40 parallel with Union High School 

• Congestion / Capacity 
o Delays and insufficient capacity ove
o Con st elt age ion EB between Roosev

vehicle traffic – lack of passing lanes  
Intersection Safety Issues 

600 E / 200 N intersection with US 40 – luminaries go on and off unpredictably – causes 
dark intersection, safety concerns for pedestrians, etc.
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o L&L Corner (350 E / 2 N – 4 lane to 3 lane (2 lanes to 1 on WB side) creates congesti
and safety conc

on 
ern / causes backup from signal 

signage at L&L Corner 
or large trucks – can’t stay in 

elevation buildup from overlays in Roosevelt compromises drainage 

ut of Roosevelt 
oulders throughout corridor – no space for emergency pull off 

es 

0 W / US 40 – turn geometrics are too narrow for truck movements 
ast to Ballard 

utter 
ement at 5th W – 200 S to US 40 will cause increased 

ontrol from US 40 near rodeo grounds and at industrial 
s 

T to develop an integrated drainage plan for 
h City 

ation and irrigation ditch management between UDOT, City 
igation District to manage US 40 runoff 

s culverts in US 40 when reconstruction occurs to provide for future 
d sewer installation to avoid digging up US 40 when installation 

t  
New commercial development in town at industrial park – causes increased traffic and 

n 

ne 60 unit  
S 40 

ment in Roosevelt – (local electric company) – plan to relocate 
raffic 

to canals presents environmental concerns  

ity’s system 

o Angled intersections creates difficult visibility and safety hazard 
 800 S / US 40 
 Summerall Lane (Intermountain Farmers Association) 
 Airport Rd. / PoleLine Rd. 

• Design Issues 
o Confusing directional 
o WB on US 40 from Roosevelt – 90 degree bend is too tight f

their travel lane when making the turn 
o Many US 40 intersections are too tight for truck movements 
o Street surface 

system function and has created dips at cross street intersections at 500 E and 700 E  
o 2 lane to 1 at 200 W (at the industrial park) creates congestion  
o Lack of protected left turn lanes – both directions in and o
o Narrow sh
o Single access point into Wal-Mart is insufficient to meet traffic demand, causes 

congestion – also encourages inappropriate and unsafe travel through adjacent properti
s / leave Wal-Mart to acces

o 200
o City desire to continue decorative lighting from Roosevelt through town – E

and West to Rodeo Dr. 
o Continue sidewalks / curb and g

t improvo Roosevelt planned stree
traffic at US 40 

o Drainage 
 inadequate drainage c

park onto private land
 City requests coordination with UDO

US 40 throug
 Need better coordin

sevelt and Irrof Roo
 Include cros

city water an
occurs 

• Growth / Developmen
o 

congestio
 Higher truo ck and traffic volumes due to oil/gas development 
 Roosevelt city annexation planned at 2500 W – S side of US 40 o

o New hotels planned west of Roosevelt – S side of US 40 – one 40 unit and o
o Refinery property near Roosevelt – industrial development – N side of U
o Moon Lake develop

business west of IFA property to N side of US 40 – 100 employees, plus customer t
• Environmental / Wildlife 

 Road/stormwater runoff from US 40 ino
• Bike / Pedestrian 

o Roosevelt is planning bike/ped route off US 40; through town / crosses US 40 at Lagoon 
St. – suggest improvements to US 40 that connect to C
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o 300 S / US 40 – ped crossing to Jr. High School presents safety concerns 
o Lack of bike lane on US 40 through town to complement City’s system 

ty 
walk  

rotected ped crossing 
• 

ce buildup at curbs in Roosevelt – causes cars to park further into travel lane – 
fic 

trawberry Area  - most areas are good 

from 

 

W

o Unsafe bike / ped travel between Roosevelt and Vernal – no facili
o State St. / US 40 intersection – No cross
o 300 S / US 40 intersection – No crosswalk or signal to provide p
Maintenance 
o Show and i

causes safety concern with passing trucks / traf
o Pick up / sweeping of US 40 to remove salt and gravel quicker 
o Potholes around the Daniels Summit / S

• Plans to review 
o Roosevelt City transportation plan, water, sewer and bike/ped plans – obtain copies 

Horrocks Engineers; American Fork, Utah – see Rex Harrison 
• Miscellaneous notes 

o No public transit, buses, etc. exists in the corridor 
o No rail exists in the corridor 
o Improvements are needed soon!  Additional truck / traffic volumes are a problem 
o Roosevelt City wants more state support and involvement in commercial business 

signage, available services, etc. – consider new gateway signage 
 See project issues identified approx. 2 yrs ago in discussion betweenRooo sevelt and 

UDOT / Duchesne and UDOT  

EDNESDAY, MARCH 14, 2007 

 

Uintah County 
• Da
• David Hasle
• Mik  M
• Qu
• John L
• Jeff Merrill, y Sheriff’s Dept.  

nty Sheriff’s Dept. 

s – consider signage / rumble strips to alert drowsy drivers 

rleen Burns, Uintah Co. Commissioner:  152 E 100 N Vernal, Utah 84078 
m, Uintah Co. Commissioner 

e ckee, Uintah Co. Commissioner 
entin Johnson, Road Supt.:  1483 E 335 S Vernal, Utah 84078 

arsen, Uintah County Sheriff’s Dept.:  152 E 100 N Vernal, Utah 84078 
Uintah Count

• Keith Campbell, Uintah Cou
• Jeremy Raymond, Uintah Co. Fire District:  152 E 100 N (Third Floor) Vernal, Utah 84078 
• Cheri McCurdy, Uintah Co. Transportation Special Services District 

o P.O. Box 144 Vernal, UT 84078 
• Clark Hall, Uintah Co. Transportation Special Services District 

Comments 
• Safety Issues 

Some unsafe passing areas throughout corridor - Re-evaluate striping for location of “No o 
Passing” lanes throughout corridor 

o High speeds throughout corridor  
o Drowsy driver
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• Congestion / Capacity 
o Vernal to Roosevelt – traffic delays / truck delays  
o MP 140 – EB roadway narrows from 2 lanes to 1 – causes safety and congestion issues 

ccess to US 40 
g 

) and 1500 E / Old Airport Rd. 

ly – 
reased traffic volumes 

ce to reduce congestion 
 from Vernal to Roosevelt – heavy truck traffic – suggest 4 lanes each 

icles 

ed intersection - address signal needs 
o US 40 / 2500 S / 1500 E – unsafe / congested intersection - address signal needs 
o Uintah Transportation Special Services District (UTSSD) 

Congestion Vernal to Roosevelt 
• Safety – 9 Mile Rd. intersection 
• Design issues – SR 45 / US 40 

 Suggested most important improvements: 

 west end of Vernal 
ion approach – SR 45 / US 40 

 move traffic from SR 121 to 
 main road 

h and south and to reduce congestion on SR 121. 
est end of Vernal / US 40 will only make the 

hroughout corridor 
lorado state line due to heavy 

truck traffic 
so damage at Pleasant Valley Rd., MP 134 and 12 Mile Rd. 

don’t work – 

 

o 1500 W and 1000 S in Vernal – congestion at a
o Lack of traffic gaps through Vernal – causes congestion and safety concerns for mergin

traffic 
o US 40 / 2500 S, 1500 E, 2750 S, SH 45 intersections are congested 
o Ballard – MP 115.4 at Big O Tire (Industrial Park N

intersections are congested – difficult access on and off US 40 
o 24 hour oil / gas development operations cause Vernal population to double dai

results in inc
o Congestion / dangerous intersection – MP 115 to 141 
o Passing conflicts / congestion  – insufficient passing lane distan
o Heavy congestion

direction  
• Intersection Safety Issues 

o High volume truck traffic / merge at 12 Mile Wash – MP 134 
 Slow truck merge causes delays and safety concerns from higher speed veh

on US 40 – no accel/decel lanes 
o Dangerous intersection US 40 at MP 134 
o US 40 / 500 S – unsafe / congest

 Issues: 
• 

• Additional passing lanes Roosevelt to Vernal 
• Widen to 4 lanes –
• Modify intersect

 UTSSD is currently designing 2000 W which will
US 40. The intersection S will be at 1750 W. This road will be a
intended to move traffic nort
Increased development on the w
congestion worse. Need additional traffic signals. 

• Design Issues 
 curve approaching MP 134 o Site distance limitation on US 40

o Re-evaluate striping for location of “No Passing” lanes t
o Roadway deterioration on US 40 between Jensen and Co

 Al
o US 40 roadway is narrow between MP 140 and 141 
o New signals should include “Opticon” for emergency vehicle signal control 
o Narrow roadway at MP 149.6 
o Truck turning movements are difficult at many intersections – geometrics 

need signage for trucks with turning info 
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• Growth / Development  
S 40 

ity of Vernal 

ed traffic 

eland and Myton 

e lanes on US 40 
lder width for safe bike and emergency use 

rnal and Roosevelt 
• 

ent on state/public lands 

ale / tar 

higher during drilling than during well 
ope  replaces truck traffic to service 
operating wells 

 temporary boom, due the expansion 
of otential for oil 
extraction from

o Co 0 

o 
itor truck weights 

e congestion and improve 

City of Vernal 
•

 

o Additional traffic from 1500 W and 1750 W onto U
o Angled intersection at 1500 W / US 40 – difficult visibility  
o New commercial development planned from MP 141 into the C
o New college (Utah State) planned in Vernal for Fall 2008 – 135-140 acres – will cause 

increas
o Oil and gas permit numbers; two years ago – 300 approved permits to drill (APD)for the 

year / Now – 700 APD / Next yr – planned for 1500 APD 
• Environmental / Wildlife 

o  Hazardous waste in trucks – concern for accurate placard use and possible spills – 
inadequate enforcement 

o Concern for US 40 impacts to wetlands between Bridg
o Concern for impacts to tribal lands and resources between Bridgeland and Myton 

• Bike / Pedestrian 
 Lack of biko

o Lack of adequate shou
o City of Vernal desires separated bike / ped facility between Ve
Plans to review 

n Harja – Study on impact of Oil o See Joh and Gas developm
• Miscellaneous notes 

o See BLM for drilling data – permits; active vs. proposed, etc.  
xtraction of oil from sho Incorporate potential additional truck traffic due to future e

sands –  for maps and data   see BLM
o Large truck traffic to service oil and gas wells is 

ration, but traffic volumes from other vehicles

 Approx. 15 jobs per well – 24 hour operation 
o Current oil and gas development is likely not just a

gas wells and their longer term operation – 20 to 25 yrs and the p
 oil shale and tar sands  

nsider alternate regional route to reduce truck traffic on US 4
 Extend SH 88 S to I-70 

o Traffic delays – Consider requiring (by policy and signage) trucks, RV’s and slow 
moving vehicles to stay in right lane on hills and passing lanes – check current UDOT 
policies  
Consider new funding source for roadway improvements – additional truck tax 

ht enforcement – no local weigh station to mono Truck weig
o Consider development of a truck route around Vernal to reduc

safety 
o Consider development of 4 lanes full length of corridor – Heber to Colorado state line  

 Cal Dee Rey lno d, Vernal City Council:  447 East Main Vernal, UT 84078 
• Glade Allred, Vernal City Road Dept. 
• Gary Jensen, Vernal City Police Dept. 
• Allen Parker, Vernal Asst. City Manager 
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Comments 
• Safety Issues 

o High speed entering Vernal – Near Wal-Mart, new bank, new Lowe’s Home Center 
(1500 S) and new hotels – consider lowering speed limit to 35 mph from 400 S to 1500 S 

o High accident volumes in Vernal 
High speeds at Vo alley Overlook – west of Vernal on US 40 

 Consider reducing speed to 50 mph at Overlook 
 Truck traffic in Vernal – high speeds, unsafe for parallel pao rking due to close proximity 

afe travel at EB entrance to Vernal – consider reducing speed to 

ollowing intersections for congestion – due to new development  
W 

tions 

ft 
ement – 5  E, 5  W and 1000 W   

c at 2500 W  
 

ays between Vernal and Roosevelt, Roosevelt to Myton, Myton to 
 to reduce congestion and delays7  

dle large trucks in their lane 

onflict with merging trucks – lack of accel/decel lanes    

n / safety due to lane configuration at MP 140.1 and 140 at crest of hill at 
 traffic at 

 US 40 roadway at MP 140.9 – congestion 

 Vernal Ave. / US 40 – can’t handle large trucks in their lane 

lumes 
ays – 500 E, 500 W, 1000 W 
W – due to existing congestion and anticipated traffic 

nter development – check warrants 
o Poor sight distance – US 40 / 2500 W 
o Poor sight distance – US 40 and Valley Overlook west of Vernal 

of truck traffic 
o Vernal Overlook is unsafe due to poor/lack of lighting 

 Speed limit too high for so
35 mph before reaching 1500 S, Lowe’s, Wal-Mart area 

• Congestion / Capacity 
o Evaluate the f

 1000 S, 200 W, 2500 
o City prefers to move truck traffic out of City 
o A.M. / Noon / P.M. peak traffic causes congestion on US 40 with multiple intersec

in Vernal 
 Lack of protected left turn lanes, signals need updating to include protected le

th thturn mov
o Lack of turning lanes to reduce congestion – Jensen to Naples 
o Lack of passing lanes causes congestion, delays, etc. – Vernal to Ouray Turnoff 
o Congestion / safety for E and W traffi
o Large trucks create congestion, noise and hazardous materials concerns through Vernal –

consider a truck route 
o Congestion / del

Duchesne – insufficient number of lanes/passing lanes
• Intersection Safety Issues 

o US 40 Geometrics 
 Vernal Ave. / US 40 – can’t han

o Signal at US 40 / Vernal Ave. not visible in early morning 
o US 40 / Ouray Turnoff – speed c

• Design Issues 
o US 40 / 1500 W – angled intersection – difficult visibility  

 Congestioo
Valley Overlook and 2500 W – west of Vernal – limited visibility for oncoming
crest of hill 

 Consider speed reduction 
 Narrowo

o US 40 Geometrics 

o Need Access / Approach design guidelines from UDOT 
 Review UDOT standards to accommodate higher traffic vo

o Signal timing causes traffic del
o Signal request at US 40 / 1000 

growth due to new Lowe’s Home Ce
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o Poor sight distance – US 40 / Ouray Turnoff – for WB traffic entering US 40 
lopment  

 
 higher traffic volumes in the future. 

OT manage and control US 40 runoff – plan facilities to 

er system does not work with City drainage system 
 40 runoff capacity – and shouldn’t have to 

o to the irrigation ditches – UDOT 

rnal locations 

fusion 

ring dirt problems on US 40 – Naples to Vernal 

ansportation Special Services District 
 incorporate / coordination 

City of Naples 
 UT 84078 

• Growth / Deve
o Utah State University development – US 40 / 1750 W intersection 

 Difficult access, congestion, lack of traffic gaps  
s for congestion – due to new development  o Evaluate the following intersection

 1000 S, 200 W, 2500 W 
 See Lowe’s traffic study 

o Vernal is becoming more a regional hub – retail, USU development, etc. – this will create
more consistent

• Environmental / Wildlife 
o US 40 drainage / Stormwater runoff includes hazardous materials 
o US 40 stormwater runoff in City of Vernal  

 Request UD
accommodate runoff as needed for 100 yr event  

• UDOT Stormwat
• City system cannot handle US

o High unacceptable truck noise through Vernal – “No Jake Brakes” city regulation is in 
place already 

o Large trucks are dirty  
US 40 runoff – hazardous chemicals, salts, oil, etc. in
must control it’s runoff water 

• Bike / Pedestrian 
o Congestion and visibility issues at the following Ve

 1000 W / US 40 – 3 school access points – no protected left turn – misalignment 
of 1000 W, con

 5th W / US 40  
 Vernal Ave / US 40 

• Maintenance 
o Later winter and sp

• Plans to v
 City General Plan 

 re iew 
o
o Transportation Plan – needs update 

• Miscellaneous notes 
 Need school bus drop off /pick up location info o

o Lack of adequate communications on regular basis between UDOT and Cities 
o Incorporate other city and area plans; City of Vernal transportation plan, Uintah Co. 

Recreation Special Services District, Tr
ow town revitalization plan is o A d n now underway –

recommendations as appropriate  

• Dean Baker, Naples City Mayor:  1420 E Weatherby Dr. Naples,
• Bruce Lee, Naples City Public Works Director 
• Dale Bowden, Naples City Council 
• Craig Blunt, Naples City Manager 

Comments 
• Safety Issues 
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o Trucks parked along US 40 block visibility from side streets for vehicles entering US 40 
rking for trucks - @ 2500 S, etc.  

 and uneven road 

t the following Naples intersections 

0 – include school crossing 

ifficult visibility  
• Design Issues

o 1100

ontrol and concern for hazardous materials 

n – include pedestrian amenities, lighting and aesthetic 

ncy is the key to application of access management 

ssue - Lack of off street parking for trucks and cards to 

s in transport through town by trucks – includes dirty trucks that leave 
rdous materials on streets of Naples  
st through town 

oon or 

 Requires call from City to UDOT before action is taken 

ling – damage from large trucks – occasion of bad 
 

Naples City Transportation Plan  
y Drainage Plan- see Epic Engineering - Heber 

– lack of off street pa
o Large trucks are causing roadway rutting – dangerous water buildup

surface – can make vehicle control difficult 
• Intersection Safety Issues 

o Congestion and safety concerns a
 500 S / 1500 E / US 40 
 1000 S / US 40 
 1500 S / US 40 
 2500 S / US 4
 SH 45 / US 40 – huge congestion here due to high volume large truck traffic 

headed to oil fields at Bonanza 
 1300 S / US 40 
 1100 S / US 40 – a.m. / late afternoon / evening d

 
 S / US 40 Narrow geometrics onto US 40 – don’t work for trucks – turn radius is 

too small – state R.O.W. configuration problems  
o US 40 drainage into Naples City system or gulches is problem – city system can’t handle 

capacity demands, no c
 See Epic Engineering in Heber for city drainage plan info 

o Insufficient street lighting through Naples – poor intersection lighting  
eautification plao US 40 needs b

enhancements 
o Access management – See City of Naples Transportation plan recommendations 

 Need UDOT policy info to City of Naples to ensure common application and 
consisteenforcement – 

through city 
 / adequate facility io Visibility

access local services; 7-11 convenience store, etc. 
 Wildlife • Environmental /

o Hazardous material
dirt and debris, along with some haza

 Environmental impacts from road duo
• keBi  / Pedestrian 

o Safety concern for pedestrian crossing at 2500 S / US 40 
o Power poles in sidewalk are hazard to bike and peds – west side of US 40 

• Maintenance 
o US 40 striping is not reflective for night view 
o Sand, dirt and salt buildup on US 40 through town – UDOT does not clean up s

frequently enough 

 Causes reduced visibility from dust  
ad dust   Environmental impacts from ro

ce crack filo Inadequate US 40 road surfa
slurry application by UDOT

• Plans to review 
o 
o Naples Cit
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• Miscellaneous notes 
 Incorporate Naples bypass data and plan recommendatio ons into the US 40 Study 

plementation of the Plan! – dedicate funds to 
ject recommendations over time as needed.  

UD
• Fre @utah.gov

o Incorporate Naples City Transportation Plan recommendations into the US 40 Study 
o Administrative Note to UDOT:  Fund the Im

complete the plan’s pro

OT Maintenance 
d Preibe – Roosevelt:  fpriebe   

t of 4 lanes throughout corridor to address traffic volumes, 
ce conflicts with trucks and 

tend two lane across Cottonwood Bridge WB 

16.59 – Remove approx. 1500 ft. of 42” irrigation water line that runs in the 

Add passing lane 

o 

ns and delays; short lengths, stops at 

o Recommend developmen
reduce congestion and delays, improve safety, redu
accommodate future traffic volumes. If 4 lanes are not developed, then the following 
improvements are suggested. 

o MP 114.6 to 114.72 – Ex
o MP 114 to 116.59 – Rotomill and repave Roosevelt Main St.  
o MP 114 – 1

outside lane – Install new replacement drain system 
o MP 116.59 to 116.72 – Extend two lane entering Roosevelt from east in WB lane 
o MP 120.10 to 121 – Extend passing lane WB at Ft. Duchesne intersection to existing 

passing lane on hill top if traffic signal is installed 
 MP 122.o 5 to 124.44 – Add permissive turn lane with wide shoulders 

o MP 127.68 to 129.5 or to the junction of US 40 and 88 at MP 130.44 – 
WB 

o MP 103.54 – Add acceleration lanes for both EB and WB that turn from the Pleasant 
Valley Rd. onto US 40 

o MP 104.7 to MP 104.9 – Extend permissive turn lane WB by the Myton store 
MP 109.5 to 111.13 – Extend four lane or add permissive turn lane with widened 
shoulder EB  

o General issues / improvements suggested 
 Narrow roadway throughout – safety concerns  

ssing lanes cause safety concer Inadequate pa
top of hills, etc. 

 Narrow shoulders, insufficient width for emergency pull off – widen throughout 
corridor  

al:  rthurgood@utah.gov• Rod Thurgood – Vern   
o General issues / comments / priorities – US 40 is congested in many areas (especially east 

 to insufficient 
l lanes at 

 

) turn lanes and 3) 

el lane for EB and WB 
licts with slow moving vehicles  – access S 

end of the corridor from Duchesne to Naples) due increasing traffic volumes and 
 due to heavy truck traffic. Safety and congestion issues exist dueespecially

number and length of passing lanes, lack of dedicated turn lanes and accel / dece
high volume truck-use roadways to separate high speed highway traffic from merging 
vehicles and narrow shoulders that don’t provide adequate space for emergency vehicle
pull o fsf .  

re 1) Intersections, 2 Priorities for issues to be addressed a
shoulders  

o Specific issues / improvements to be considered are as follows:   
o MP 130.4 – dangerous access from SH 88 onto US 40 – conflict with slow moving trucks 

accessing highway – need acc
o MP 133.2 – access to disposal plant has conf

side – needs accel / decel lanes 
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o MP 134 (12-Mile Rd.)- access conflict and limited sight distance - with slow moving 
.    

pment 
3.8 (500 W) – delays and congestion due to vehicles leaving US 40 onto 500 W – 
 protected left turn lane onto 500W SB 

h on the east side 

ess 
oner 

m US 40, borrow ditches 

t 

 widening to minimum of 8 ft. 

e truck damage and extend wear through towns – suggest 250 ft. on side streets and 

TH

trucks entering and leaving US 40 – needs protected left turn lane into 12-Mile Rd
o Narrow shoulders throughout corridor – insufficient width for emergency pull off – 

suggest widening of gravel shoulders and elimination of guardrails  
o MP 140.6 to MP 140.8 – congested / difficult access to N side develo
o MP 14

lack of
o 141.2 – existing box culvert is too hig
o Policy Issue:  current developer requirements are insufficient to pay for needed 

improvements to address development impacts 
o Policy Issue:  UDOT needs more involvement in the local development approval proc

to address issues / solutions so
o Drainage problems in Naples 

 MP 145.4 to 148.4 – no drainage control for runoff fro
are now gone due to development, some runoff is now running onto private lands 
w/o control 

o MP 149.8 – turning conflicts due to lack of protected left turn lane EB past Pleasan
Valley Acres 

o MP 149.5 to MP 157 – Narrow shoulders – suggest
o MP 146 to MP 147 – rutted roadway from heavy truck use 
o Approach improvements needed – consider use of concrete for approach material to 

reduc
500 ft. on US 40 

 

URSDAY, MARCH 15, 2007 

 

UDOT Ma
• Stacy Davis, vis@utah.gov

intenance 
Strawberry:  stacyda   

• Val Davis, Heber:  valdavis@utah.gov  
Combined commento s:  The west end of the corridor functions good in general, with the 

rn 

st 

 21 – MP 23 (Deep Creek area) – rock fall on roadway 

P 32 – cattle on roadway, primarily in fall 

W
ty, UT 84032 

• 
• Ken Van Wagonner, Wasatch Co. Sheriff:  1361 S Highway 40 Heber City, Utah 84032 

following exceptions and issues of conce
 Narrow shoulders through the Daniels Canyon – no room for emergency pull offs 
 MP 27 – creek and edge of roadway too close to each other  
 MP 30.4 to MP 31.28 – insufficient number of lanes for safety and traffic 

volumes – suggest adding a 3rd lane 
 Heber to Canyon – insufficient number of lanes for capacity and safety – sugge

developing 4 lanes throughout this section 
 MP
 MP 25.4 (Whiskey Springs) – wildlife strikes 
 MP 24 to M

asa  otch C unty 
• Neil Anderson, Wasatch Co. Council:  25 N Main St Heber Ci
• Steve Farrell, Wasatch Co. Council 

Val Draper, Wasatch Co. Council 
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Comments 
fety Issues • Sa

o MP 24 – 37 (through Daniels Canyon) – livestock on roadway, especially in fall – 
presents safety hazard for motorists and livestock - control fences lacking – l
determination on responsibility for fence maintenance to control cattle 

ack of 

• 
o 

ning – steep slope up to US 40 – difficult 
approach and visibility issue   

 
ent at Soldier Crk – S side of US 40 at MP 50.7 – includes a hotel 

o Daniels Summit Lodge – expansion is planned at twice it’s current size 
 Soldier Crk development will cause traffic conflicts for at access from US 40 -  ingress / 

or both pedestrians and vehicle:   
ent for residential areas to include bus stops off 

o
• 

o  

• 
s Canyon 

sire to retain the Strawberry district maintenance shed  
o review 

 / 671-1061 (cell) 
. General Plan and Wasatch Co. Transportation Plan  

o High accident rate at MP 54 (Deep Crk to Current Creek – accidents on curve at MP 54-
55  

 School bus stops directly on US 40 – causes traffic backo ups, dangerous conditions for 
pedestrians, unsafe passing after bus stop is relieved and traffic resumes 

o Dangerous access to Daniels Summit Lodge – cross traffic movements into Lodge are 
unprotected and merging traffic is much slower than US 40 traffic causing conflicts and 
safety concerns 

 Consider adding a dedicated left turn lane and accel/decel lanes  
Congestion / Capacity 

Majority of corridor is congested due to high traffic volumes and conflicts with trucks – 
consider 4 lane divided highway full length  

• Design Issues 
o MP 31 - reduction in lanes from 3 to 2  

ay – both sides of US 40 – o MP 31 – lack of guardrail – steep drop on west side of roadw
safety hazard 

o Angled intersections present visibility / safety concern throughout corridor – suggest 
straightening where feasible 

 Tammy Lane approach at project begino

• Growth / Development 
o 360+ unit developm

o
egress 

o Bus stops on US 40 – unsafe conditions f
developm Consider requiring new 

highway – add policy to UDOT regs and County regs as appropriate 
o Wasatch Co. is currently experiencing 6% annual growth 

• Environ nme tal / Wildlife 
gs from east side of o MP 25 – elk on roadway – through Daniels Canyon, at Whiskey Sprin

US 40, etc. – dangerous to motorists and elk 
 Hazardous materials in trucks – many placards are wrong 

Bike / Pedestrian 
No protected bike facility between Heber and Strawberry

 Consider adding separated bike path  
Maintenance 
o Insufficient UDOT maintenance on ROW fence through Daniel
o De

• Plans t
o See Al Mickelsen – Wasatch Co. Planner – 435-654-3211 / 657-3205

for copies of the Wasatch Co

 

58 | Appendix A: Stakeholder Interview Results Summary December 2007 



 

UH
 – Uintah Basin Area 

Co

gerous passing – due to insufficient number of and length of passing lanes 

ys and congestion – insufficient lane numbers and capacity to 

l – congestion and delays due to insufficient lane capacity / lack of 

ts with slow moving trucks, lack of 
anes 

troleum Store in Myton – no protected left turn  

nd trucks merging on and off US 40 
ys and 

k - Accel / decel lane striping is confusing 

ton – insufficient 

yton to Vernal Bench – passing lane is too short to accommodate traffic volumes 

o ugh town 

unities to meet traffic 

he oil and gas 

 
r 

P 
• Lt. Jeff Chugg

o 152 E 100 N, Vernal, UT 84078 – (435-789-3111) jchugg@utah.gov 

mments 
• Safety 

o Dan
• Congestion / Delays 

o Substantial traffic volume increase due to oil and gas development 
o Long delays and congestion especially between Duchesne and east end of corridor 
o Insufficient lane capacity to handle current traffic volumes 
o Roosevelt – dela

accommodate traffic volumes without delays and congestion 
o Roosevelt to Verna

passing lanes – especially at a.m. / p.m. peak hours 
• Intersection conflicts – left turns, merging conflic

protected turn l
o Bridgeland Junction 
o Pleasant Valley Rd. 
o Access to U-Pe
o L and L Corner in Roosevelt 
o Naples – conflicts with cars a
o Conflicts in Naples near new industrial park – truck access is difficult causes dela

congestion 
o Naples Industrial Par

• Design 
o Narrow shoulders throughout the corridor – especially Bridgeland to My

width makes for unsafe for emergency stopping, traffic stops, etc.  
o West M

– drivers are making unsafe passing decisions to avoid delays 
o MP 136 – short sight distance and short passing lane 

Vernal Truck Route – incorporate into US 40 plans to lessen truck traffic thro

Uinta Nat
• Joh a

ional Forest:  Heber Ranger District  
n C mpbell:  P.O. Box 190 Heber City, UT 84032 

Comments 
• Safety  

ent lane capacity and passing opporto Daniels Canyon - insuffici
demands 

o Spee s td oo high 
s • Congestion / Delay

o Higher traffic volumes due to growth and development, especially due to t
industry in the east end of the corridor 

• Environmental 
o Overuse of Forest Service toilet facilities by highway travelers – Forest Service staff and

budget cannot accommodate such high summer usage – up to 4 of the non-lake side (nea
Strawberry Reservoir) toilet facilities will be closed down summer of 2007. 
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 Note:  the Forest Service is seeking partnerships with UDOT for operation and 
ilities to meet traveler needs without exceeding Forest 

intenance 
The pullout west of Daniels Summit needs improved maintenance – potholes, mud, etc. – 

ds improved grading and perhaps more gravel  

6 

Bu

maintenance of these fac
Service budget 

M• a
o 

nee

Tribal Re
• rr

presentatives – brochure and comment form sent 3-27-07 
Ba y Jensen, Executive Director:  P.O. Box 190 Ft. Duchesne, UT 8402

reau of Indian Affairs – brochure and comment form sent 3-26-07 
• Dina Peltier / Karnel Murdock:  Uintah / Ouray Agency 

o P.O. Box 130 Ft. Duchesne, UT 84026 
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Commentor Issue Location Comment Summary Issue Category Date Source/Event 

Uintah CO School 
District 

Vernal to Pleasant 
Valley 

School bus Vernal to Pleasant Valley; buses have 
to leave 35 minutes early to make pick-up times. 
Kids are spending more time on the bus. 

Congestion  04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Jensen Black ice around Jensen (request for UDOT to 
maintain better). 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

BLM Vernal BLM projected an increase (about 1,300 permits 
this year). 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Vernal Need to look at 191, trucks come from 191 (no 
weigh stations) onto US 40 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Vernal Consider leaving US 40 the way it is and build 
new road. 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

Uintah Co. Roads Vernal Vernal needs left turn signal within town. Design 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Vernal Traveling into Vernal (near Scenic view) there is a 
bottle neck because lanes are reduced (MP 141-
142ish and 2500 W). A new shopping area is 
going in there and it will only get worse. 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Vernal 1500 S (East Side) big trucks are a problem, 
need design improvements. 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Vernal/ Naples 2000 South Halliburton complex, planning and 
going to be a problem (especially for Access 
issues) 

Growth/ 
Development 

04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Ft. Duchesne BIA: Ft. Duchesne Junction going westbound is 
congested (MP 121). There is a single lane at 
4000 South, Roosevelt (Lemon Lane) and just pas 
Myton and Sellers Canyon (Bridgeland). 

Congestion  04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  White Rocks 
Junction 

The passing lane is too short at White Rocks 
Junction. 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Duchesne to 
Vernal 

Duchesne to Vernal is very congested. Congestion  04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Starvation 
Overlook 

Need restroom facilities near scenic overlook 
area (Starvation Overlook). (State tourism dollars 
may be used to fix this area, not definite yet). 

Recreation 
Facilities 

04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 
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Commentor Issue Location Comment Summary Issue Category Date Source/Event 

  Bridgeland to 
Myton 

Farmer traffic from Bridgeland to Myton slows 
traffic. There are no turn lanes or shoulders to 
pass or for farm vehicles to pull over and let cars 
around. 

Congestion  04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Roosevelt Stop light at access of tribe facility needed. Intersection Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Daniels Canyon 
nt accidents (Arrows on turns, 

ir and Daniels 

Addition of sings along the corridor would be 
helpful to preve
slow, stop, sharp curve, etc) Could be helpful, 
especially at Strawberry Reservo
Canyon. 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Stakeholder Meeting 

  Twist ngerous, area called the Twist Safety Roosevelt Public Meeting MP 133 da 04/07-
05/07 

  General Littering signs and maintaince is needed along Maintenance Roosevelt Public Meeting 
Corridor 

04/07-
05/07 

  Myton  Design 
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting North Myton Bench, need turing lane (Second hill
around MP 108 -109 

04/07-

  General issue Intersection Safety 04/07- Heber City Stakeholder Access permits and intersections are an 
05/07 Meeting 

  General ation areas to minimize Wildlife Heber City Stakeholder Signs needed around migr
wildlife strikes 

04/07-
05/07 Meeting 

  General 
so 

 

sign 04/ Heber City Stakeholder Support consistency in frequency of turn lanes 
and length of passing lanes along the corridor 
people do not make bad decisions because they
are frustrated. 

De 07-
05/07 Meeting 

  General 
to 

Design 04/07- Heber City Stakeholder Pull out lanes would be helpful, if trucks have 
more than three cars behind them they have 
pull over and let them pass. 

05/07 Meeting 

  ee or four lanes along corridor. Design Heber City Stakeholder General Recommend thr 04/07-
05/07 Meeting 

  Pull out lanes would be helpful, if trucks have Design Heber City Stakeholder General 
more than three cars behind them they have to 
pull over and let them pass. 

04/07-
05/07 Meeting 

  Daniels Canyon els 
Canyon), trucks have to drive slowly and people 
get frustrated and pass at unsafe locations. 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Pass lanes coming down hill (especially Dani
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Commentor Issue Location Comment Summary Issue Category Date Source/Event 

  General Lack of turnouts for  truck inspections Design 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

  General 
, Intersections improvement (Naples 

0), 
Congestion, Safety, Roadway design 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

Priorities for road projects; congestion Roosevelt 
to Vernal
2500 S, Naples industrial park, Sr 45/US 4

  Vernal Other issues; Lane reduction at entrance to 
Vernal west end (MP 141-142, 2500 W) 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

  Daniels Canyon Maintenance 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting MP 35-50 needs better winter snow removal. 

  Roosevelt L&L corner, geometrics don’t work for tucks Design 04/07- Roosevelt Public Meeting 
(about MP 115) 05/07 

  Duchesne to Deep, steep, narrow shoulder drop off, no Design Roosevelt Public Meeting 
Vernal gaurdrails, MP 134 

04/07-
05/07 

  General ll to map Misc. Roosevelt Public Meeting Add Tride 04/07-
05/07 

  Duchesne to sing lanes needed Design Roosevelt Public Meeting 
Vernal 

Left hand turn lanes and pas
between Fr. Duchesne and Vernal 

04/07-
05/07 

  Duchesne to Four lanes (at least) from Duchesne all the way to Design t Public Meeting 
Jensen Jensen 

04/07-
05/07 

Roosevel

  Roosevelt  Congested intersection, unsafe Safety t Public Meeting 1500 E/US 40
crossing, near school, near college and VOC 
center. 

04/07-
05/07 

Roosevel

  Roosevelt 
going north and UBET hill going 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting Merge lanes need to be extened at top of 
Mortenson hill 
south. 

  Myton to 
Bridgeland  

o 
 down, they are 

Design 04/
05/07 

t Public Meeting Need turn lanes for left hand turns from Myton t
Bridgeland. Tankers do not slow
dangerous (esp 7000 W). 

07- Roosevel

  General Brindge over Uintah River needs to be widened. Design t Public Meeting 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevel

  Roosevelt Design 04/
05/07 

t Public Meeting Fix WB left turn lanes at Roosevelt and Major 
road at around MP 115. 

07- Roosevel

  Roosevelt Bridge over Antelope creek needst o be widened. Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 
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  Fruitland Passing lanes too short at MP 65.5 Design 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakehol
Meeting 

der 

  Fruitland Fix geometrics between MP 55-MP 60 Design 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

  Daniels Canyon Design 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Passing lanes too short at MP 50 

  Daniels Canyon Passing lanes too short at MP 23 Design 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

  Roosevelt Over at Myton Bridge- Green River access road 
and by UBET (old) building all along the way. 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Daniels Canyon idge is 
ed. 

Need alternative route if Starvation Res. Br
damaged or clos

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  General Identify primary wildlife strike areas, provide 
solutions for these area. 

Wildlife 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Daniels Canyon  about MP 60  Deer migration route Wildlife 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Daniels Canyon st Restroom issues, need additional facitlies on we
end of corridor. 

Misc. 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Currant Creek Ice on roadway near Currant Creek, road in 
shady part of mountains and doesn’t melt. 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  General Slow RV traffice, Need policy for this and ATVs i
pickup trucks; risk of flying offdue to accident. 

n stion  Conge 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  General Do not want bypass Pole line road Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Roosevelt ous intersection at Stewart's Grocery in Intersection Safety 04/07- Roosevelt Public Meeting Danger
Roosevelt 05/07 

  velt 
rning lane. 

Design 
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting Myton/Roose Betweem MP 105-110, second hill, two lanes 
merge into one, need left tu

04/07-

  General Concerned about animalsand Deer conflict Wildlife 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  General Need more law enforcement all throughout 
corridor. 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 
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  Daniels Canyon needs to be  About MP 30, one mile section that 
wider 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting

  Myton Left turn conflict on top of Myton Bench
center turn lane. 

, needs eting Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Me

  Myton Both sides of MP 108, high speed
ends at top of hill, poor sight dist

s, passing lane 
ance 

 Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting

  General Lack of signage (warning) of sight 
crossing of vehicles including ag

distance and 
ricultural use. 

 Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting

  Roosevelt Ag access and accel/deccel lanes are lacking. Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

Terry Buyton 

ovements will do. 

Roosevelt 1500 East County line, Develop commercial area 
worried about sewer he installed and what the 
road way impr

Misc. 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

Terry Buyton t to 
Vernal 
Roosevel Need four lane highway, Roosevelt to Vernal Design 04/07-

05/07 
Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Roosevelt to 
Vernal 

om south on to 
US 40 near (west) of MP 135. Conflict/sight 
Congestion, intersection road fr

distance 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

  Roosevelt to oblem, passing lane, Visual 
ng 

Safety 04/ Roosevelt Public Meeting 
Vernal 

Sight distance pr
"hole" striping should be changed to no passi
MP 138 

07-
05/07 

  Roosevelt Three lane section extend west from MP 130. Design 04/07-
05/07 

Roosevelt Public Meeting 

Brad Watkins ts in Vernal ion Safety Vernal Left Turn Signal standard on all ligh Intersect 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

Charleene Nance General More passing lanes, longer duration Design 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

Robert Riddle Daniels Canyon Livestock on highway in Daniels Canyon Wildlife 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Robert Riddle anyon to on  Daniels C
Duchesne 

Large tanker traffic from Daniels Canyon to 
Duchesne 

Congesti 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Robert Riddle y Res.  Strawberr Snowmobile parking off highway, Strawberry
reservior 

Misc. 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 
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Robert Riddle Daniels Canyon Need fencing of ROW for livestock in Daniels 
Canyon 

Wildlife 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Robert Riddle  Canyon Daniels Need Livestock loading/unloading facilities 
Center Canyon 

Design 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Robert Riddle rry Valley on 
s 

Strawbe Need winter parking on highway maintenance of 
winter parking lots, Strawberry Valley 

Recreati
Facilitie

04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Robert Riddle anyon Daniels C Consider scenic highways for US 40 and 35 
Daniels to Francis 

Misc. 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Kris Allen  Heber City Turn lane at Airport road, US 40 Heber (not 
within the study but needs to be done.  

Misc. 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Kris Allen General Rest areas would be helpful along corridor. Design 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Kris Allen Heber City trict does not 
 

around just past there. As we grow, please help 

raffic, unless someone crosses a 

e slowest traffic, help us with passing 

Design 04/07- Heber City Stakeholder Now Wasatch County School dis
bus students past Tami lane. We do use a turn

us by providing turn lanes into an dout of 
developments. Also, if a bus can fully get off a 
roadway we do not have to activate red lights 
and stop t
roadway. If we are provided enough of a 
shoulder to exist this is best. School buses are 
always th
lanes. 

05/07 Meeting 

Bret Reynolds General Lack of safe passing lanes, narrow shoulders, Design 04/ Vernal Stakeholder 
bad geometrics (especially near Currant Creek) 

07-
05/07 meeting 

Bret Reynolds Naples Additional Passing lanes along corridor Design Vernal Stakeholder 04/07-
05/07 meeting 

Bret Reynolds Naples Signal needed in Naples, MP 148. Intersection Safety Vernal Stakeholder 04/07-
05/07 meeting 
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Bret Reynolds General Need to develop spot improvements to resolve 
geometric issues, reduce accidents , provide 
additional passing opportunities. Improvements 

way 
divided four lane facility. Stay 

 a section 
rier 

 at areas where a lot can be 
ct 

need to be done towards the ultimate road
consisting of a 
away from a five lane facility exept through urban 
areas. If there are contraints requiring
narrower than a divided facility provide a bar
between opposing traffic. Provide at grade 
intersections look
done at the least cost to keep high cost/impa
areas for later. 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Vernal Stakeholder 
meeting 

  Duchesne 
Duchesne, about MP 87 

Developm
ent 

Hotel and residential development, SE of Growth/ 04/07-
05/07 

Heber City Stakeholder 
Meeting 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland MP 62 – 68 – road narrows Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview  

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland  Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 65 – 65.5 – Bridge structure at Red Crk Sand
Wash needs assessment  

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 61 – Unsafe / unprotected turning 
movements – primarily in summer 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland – Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 61, 62-63 – insufficient passing lanes 
causes delays, congestion and unsafe passing 
activities 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
 Shed 

Fruitland MP 62-68 – Fruitland Store to Tabiona Junction Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Tabiona Maint – Narrow roadway 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
 Shed 

Fruitland Design 03/07 older Interview 
Tabiona Maint

MP 65 – 66.5 – box culvert structures are 
inadequate – need replacement 

Stakeh

Paul Baum – UDOT 
 Shed 

Fruitland MP 57 – 60 EB, MP 61.4 – 61.6 WB and MP 
anes for 

traffic volumes and safe travel 

Safety 03/07 r Interview 
Tabiona Maint 66.6 – 68 EB – insufficient passing l

Stakeholde

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland MP 65 – narrow and curving roadway – needs 
realignment 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland MP 61 and 65 – unsafe merging conflict – lack 
of accel lanes 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

Fruitland MP 59 – Viewpoint / pulloff – needs clean up, 
renovation, repaving, repair or replace to provide 

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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safe facility in good condition 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

General 
– 

ions, 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview High truck volumes throughout Paul’s section – 
estimate at 50 to 60% of overall traffic volumes 
cause speed conflicts, unsafe merging condit
traffic delays 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

General Wildlife 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Increasing volume of wildlife strikes by large 
trucks throughout this section 

Paul Baum – UDOT 
Tabiona Maint Shed 

   

63.2 – 

 Turn EB, MP 64.6 – rt turn 
P 65.9 – left turn 

EB, MP 67.7 – rt turn EB 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Traffic conflicts at the following intersections or
access points on US 40§ MP 59.7 – rt turn EB, 
MP 60.8 – left turn EB, MP 61 – left and rt turn 
EB, MP 62.8 – left and right turn EB, MP 
left turn EB, MP 63.9 – left turn EB at Meadow 
Estates, MP 64.4 – Rt.
EB, MP 65.4 – left turn EB, M

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed oncerns, passing 

  Inconsistent roadway width throughout this 
section – presents safety c
difficulties, narrow shoulders, etc. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Duchesne East Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Narrow roadway – MP 68-69 and 
– insufficient shoulders for emergency use’ 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
 

  Narrow / frequent approaches and accesses – Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Duchesne Maint Shed conflicts with highway traffic 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Narrow roadways at hilltops – passing lane
too soon, cause limited sight dist

s end 
ance of 

approaching / passing vehicles 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  
WB MP 69 to Rest 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Passing conflicts with insufficient amount of 
dedicated passing lanes – 
Area; Suggest extension of  passing lane WB at 
MP 73.9 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

n 
rning conflicts with high speed 

 

  Frequent left turn areas without protected left tur
lanes present tu
highway traffic; Left turn lane at top of hill at MP
73.9 – visibility / safety problems 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

   elk crossing area 
- MP 88-89, Vegetation in ROW causes limited 
visibility of wildlife – safety concern 

Wildlife 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Wildlife issues; Strikes – Winter

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Freedom Bridge (Starvation Reservoir) reflectivity 
is poor 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Starvation Reservoir Rest Area is in poor 
condition; asphalt is cracked and failed, lack of 

nance 03/07 

adequate picnic area, sidewalks and signage 

Mainte Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Guardrails need upgrading at MP 68-87 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Road surface in Duchesne is too high compared 
to curb/gutter height – causes drainage and 
maintenance problems 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Some trees in Duchesne sidewalk corridors
sight for drivers of other vehicles and pedest

 limit 
rians 

sign 03/07 De Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  SR 87 / US 40 intersection WB (on US 40) to NB 
(on SR 87) turn radius is too tight for large trucks 
– can’t stay in their lane 

sign 03/07 De Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  SR 191 / US 40 intersection – turn radius too 
tight for large trucks 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Narrow bridge at Strawberry River – check 
sufficiency rating 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Tyke Kargis – UDOT 
Duchesne Maint Shed 

  Bridgeland / US 40 intersection – county road
approach is too narrow, conflict between high 
speed US 40 vehicles and slow moving trucks 
merging on 

 

and off Bridgeland – lack of accel / 
decel lanes 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, Ci
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 

ty 

Special Services 

easant Valley 
Road 

o 
ck of accel / 

DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Pl Pleasant Valley Rd. / US 40 Intersection - Conflict 
with trucks and vehicles entering and leaving US 
40 at Pleasant Valley Rd.: Speed conflicts with n
separation between vehicles, La
decel lane, Lack of left turn protection 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 

meeting with  

Bridgeland Road 
 

l / 
decel lane, Lack of left turn protection 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Special Services 
DistrictInterview 

Bridgeland Rd. / US 40 Intersection - Conflict 
with trucks and vehicles entering and leaving US
40 at Bridgeland Rd.; Speed conflicts with no 
separation between vehicles, Lack of acce

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 

DistrictInterview 

General hout corridor – 
insufficient width for emergency pullouts, 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County 
Special Services 

meeting with  

Narrow shoulders throug

breakdowns, etc. 

Duchesne County, Ci
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 

ty 

Special Services 

eneral here 
e 

DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

G Bottlenecks on hills creates vehicle conflicts w
climbing / passing lane runs out – especially du
to truck traffic 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview  
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Red 
Creek/Fruitland 

Red Creek / US 40 Intersection – congested and 
no separation and protection  of conflicting 
vehicle movements; Lack of protected left turn 
lane, No passing lane for both east and west 
travel  

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services D
Interview meetin

istrict 
g with  

 

hill 

Ioka Junct. Approx. 25 School bus stops are directly on US
40 in Duchesne Co. and have no protection; 
Consider developing pullouts off US 40 for 
school bus stops, Particularly bad near SH 87 
– visibility is limited for oncoming vehicles  

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services D
Interview meetin

istrict 
g with  

t. 40 Ioka Junc High speed on SH 87 at approach to US Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Duchesne ion  High volume of truck traffic through Duchesne; 
noise, conflict with other vehicles and pedestrians 
– lack of a truck route 

Congest 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Roosevelt School crossing safety concerns on US 40 in 
Roosevelt 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Roosevelt Congestion / insufficient capacity west of 
Roosevelt; Note:  a widening project, expanding 
to 4 lanes is already in the STIP 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Roosevelt Congestion in Roosevelt – school crossing saf
concerns on US 40  

ety stion  Conge 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Ioka Junct. SH 87 / US 40 – lack of control, high 
congestion, conflicts, low LOS all day, poor 
visibility due to parked cars 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Atelope Ca
Road (MP 96) 

nyon o 
ow 

ck of dedicated turn lanes, 
accel/decel lanes, etc.  

tion Safety Bridgeland Rd. / US 40 needs improvement t
support heavy volume truck use – conflicts, sl
merging, la

Intersec 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

MP 103.6 
Pleasant Valley Rd. 

nt to afety Pleasant Valley / US 40 needs improveme
support heave volume truck use –  conflicts, slow 
merging, lack of dedicated turn lanes, 
accel/decel lanes, etc.   

Intersection S 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Fruitland Lack of “super” on US 40 curve at Red Creek 
turnoff 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Ioka Junct. Difficult / unworkable intersection geo
WB on US 40/NB on SH 87 

metrics – Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Daniels Summit Congestion on Daniel’s Summit – downhill WB 
conflicts w/trucks, vehicles and Recreational 
traffic – lack of passing lane 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

General Capacity of existing roadway configuration is 
inadequate to meet traffic demands for the 20 yr 
planning horizon 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Duchesne 
Bridge 

River Duchesne River Bridge – sharp curve for 
Eastbound travel 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Duchesne a
Roosevelt 

nd 

d maintenance 
problems 

Street surfaces are higher than curb and gutter 
due to overlays – in both Duchesne and 
Roosevelt – causes drainage an

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Brokaw Road Limited visibility on US 40 at 4000 So. WB – 
intersection is at top of hill;Includes limited 
visibility at Brokaw Rd. for EB @ 4500 S  

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Roosevelt
Duchesne 

 and 40 Heavy truck volumes – especially between US 
between Roosevelt and Duchesne - insufficient 
capacity to accommodate trucks and cars 
together 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

General Insufficient number of left turn lanes, pass
lanes and accel/decel lanes 

ing Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Duchesne New development SE of Duchesne: Residential 
1,000 lots, Access improvements such as left tu
lanes may be needed, US 40 / County Rd. #29
intersection may need improvement to meet new 
traffic vo

– 
rn 
 

lumes – approx. 3 mi east 

DevelopmGrowth/
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Myton New residential development is planned No. o
Myton – may need access and safety 
improvements 

f DevelopmGrowth/
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Myton New residential development – US 40 / 45,000 
West intersection may need improvement to 
handle increased traffic; accel, decel, left turn 
lanes, etc.  

Growth/
ent 

Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Myton New commercial and industrial development 
planned at MP 108 – West side of US 40 – 1
5-acre lots – not improved yet 

3 - 
DevelopmGrowth/

ent 
03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Roosevelt a
Duchesne 

nd More commercial development is planned 
between Duchesne and Roosevelt 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Ioka Junct. Truck brake noise on SH 87 as trucks approach 
US 40 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Duchesne Significant elk crossing area / animal strikes east 
of Duchesne City; To 4 miles east – MP 92/93 – 
especially bad in winter 

Wildlife 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Duchesne to 
Starvation Resv. 

s 

 Park – See Fred Hayes at Utah 
State Parks for more info / trail map 

Bike / pedestrian facility (separated pathway) i
planned from Duchesne to Starvation Reservoir 
along Old US 40 (Starvation Lake Rd.) – also to 
connect to State

Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Duchesne County, City 
of Duchesne, and 
Duchesne County 
Special Services 
DistrictInterview 
meeting with  

Roosevelt and 
Duchesne 

Street surfaces are higher than curb and gu
due to overlays – in both Duchesne and 
Roosevelt - causes drainage and

tter 

 maintenance 
problems 

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview  

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Close proximity of large trucks to parallel parked 
cars along US 40 in Roosevelt 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt High speed entering Roosevelt – 55 – 65 mph Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Union Highschool Exposed irrigation canals along US 40 parallel 
with Union High School 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meetin
comments 

g 
Roosevelt to 
Vernal 

Delays and insufficient capacity overall, especially 
between Roosevelt and Vernal 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, Roosevelt to Congestion EB between Roosevelt and Vernal – Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Vernal high traffic volumes, RV, truck and slow vehicle 
traffic – lack of passing lanes  

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meetin
comments 

g 
Roosevelt on with US 40 – 

luminaries go on and off unpredictably – causes 
dark intersection, safety concerns for pedestrians, 
etc. 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 600 E / 200 N intersecti

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 

Roosevelt L&L Corner(350 E / 2 N – 4 lane to 3 lane (2 
lanes to 1 on WB side) creates congestion and 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

comments safety concern / causes backup from signal 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Angled intersections creates difficult visibility and 
safety hazard; 800 S / US 40, Summerall Lane 
(Intermountain Farmers Association), Airport Rd. 
PoleLine Rd. 

/ 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 

Roosevelt Confusing directional signage at L&L Corner Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

comments 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt WB on US 40 from Roosevelt – 90 degre
is too tight for large trucks – can’t stay in their 
travel lane

e bend 

 when making the turn 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Many US 40 intersections are too tight for truck 
movements 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General Street surface elevation buildup from overlays in 
Roosevelt compromises drainage system function 
and has created dips at cross street intersections 

 

at 500 E and 700 E  

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt 2 lane to 1 at 200 W (at the industrial park) 
creates congestion  

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Lack of protected left turn lanes – both directions 
in and out of Roosevelt 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General Narrow shoulders throughout corridor – no spac
for emergency pulloff 

e Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Vernal/Roosevelt icient to Single access point into Wal-Mart is insuff
meet traffic demand, causes congestion – also 
encourages inappropriate and unsafe travel 
through adjacent properties to access / leave 
Wal-Mart 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt 2000 W / US 40 – turn geometrics are too 
narrow for truck movements 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt City desire to continue decorative lighting from 
Roosevelt through town – East to Ballard and 
West to Rodeo Dr. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Continue sidewalks / curb and gutter Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Roosevelt planned street improvement at 5th W –
200 S to US 40 will cause increased traffic at U
40 

 
S 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt inadequate drainage control from US 40 near 
rodeo grounds and at industrial park onto private 
lands 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General City requests coordination with UDOT to develop
an integrated drainage plan for US 40 through 
City 

 Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Need better coordination and irrigation ditch 
management between UDOT, City of Roosev
and Irrigation District

elt 
 to manage US 40 runoff 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General Include cross culverts in US 40 when 
reconstruction occurs to provide for future city 
water and sewer installation to avoid digging up 
US 40 when installation occurs 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt New commercial development in town at 
industrial park – causes increased traffic and 
congestion 

  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General Higher truck and traffic volumes due to oil/gas 
development 

Growth/Developm
ent 

07 Stake w 03/ holder Intervie

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt ity annexation planned at 2500 W – S Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

Roosevelt c
side of US 40 ent 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt New hotels planned west of Roosevelt – S side of Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

US 40 – one 40 unit and one 60 unit  ent 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt Refi near Roosevelt – industrial Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

nery property 
development – N side of US 40 ent 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt Moon Lake development in Roosevelt – (local Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

electric company) – plan to relocate business 
west of IFA property to N side of US 40 – 100 
employees, plus customer traffic 

ent 

Roosevelt City, General Road/stormwater runoff from US 40 into canals Environmental 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meeting 
comments 

presents environmental concerns  

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meetin
comments 

g 
t 

’s system 

edestrian Roosevel Roosevelt is planning bike/ped route off US 40; 
through town / crosses US 40 at Lagoon St. – 
suggest improvements to US 40 that connect to 
City

Bike/P 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt 300 S / US 40 – ped crossing to Jr. High Scho
presents safety concerns 

ol edestrian Bike/P 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt wn to edestrian Lack of bike lane on US 40 through to
complement City’s system 

Bike/P 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt TO  Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

Vernal 
Unsafe bike / ped travel between Roosevelt and
Vernal – no facility 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt 0 intersection – No crosswalk  Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

State St. / US 4

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt 300 S / US 40 intersection – No crosswalk or Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

signal to provide protected ped crossing 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Roosevelt Show and ice buildup at curbs in Roosevelt – 

ks / traffic 

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

causes cars to park further into travel lane – 
causes safety concern with passing truc

Roosevelt City, 
g 

General Pick up / sweeping of US 40 to remove salt and Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

gravel quicker 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

Daniels Canyon Potholes around the Daniels Summit / Strawberry Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

Area  - most areas are good 

Roosevelt City, 
g 

General or Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview meetin
comments 

No public transit, buses, etc. exists in the corrid

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 

General No rail exists in the corridor Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

comments 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General k 
es are a problem 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Improvements are needed soon!  Additional truc
/ traffic volum
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Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

Roosevelt Roosevelt City wants more state support and 
involvement in commercial business signage, 
available services, etc. – consider new gateway 
signage 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General Some unsafe passing areas throughout corr
Re-evaluate striping for locat

idor - 
ion of “No Passing” 

lanes throughout corridor 

07 w Safety 03/ Stakeholder Intervie

Roosevelt City, 
Interview meeting 
comments 

General High speeds throughout corridor  Safety 03/07 w Stakeholder Intervie

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

General Drowsy drivers – consider signage / rumble strips 
to alert drowsy drivers 

07 w Safety 03/ Stakeholder Intervie

Uintah County, 
ents 

Vernal to Vernal to Roosevelt – traffic delays / truck delays  Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview comm Roosevelt 

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Vernal lanes to 1 
– causes safety and congestion issues 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 140 – EB roadway narrows from 2 

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Vernal 1500 W and 1000 S in Vernal – congestion a
access to US 40 

t Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uintah County, 
ents 

Vernal Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview comm

Lack of traffic gaps through Vernal – causes 
congestion and safety concerns for merging 
traffic 

Uintah County, 
ents 

MP148/Bonanza US 40 / 2500 S, 1500 E, 2750 S, SH 45 Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview comm Highway intersections are congested 

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Ballard Tire (Industrial Park 
N) and 1500 E / Old Airport Rd. intersections are 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview Ballard – MP 115.4 at Big O 

congested – difficult access on and off US 40 

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Vernal 24 hour oil / gas development operations cause 
Vernal population to double daily – results in 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

increased traffic volumes 
Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Roosevelt to 
Vernal 

Congestion / dangerous intersection – MP 115 to 
141 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

stion  General Passing conflicts / congestion  – insufficient 
passing lane distance to reduce congestion 

Conge 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Vernal to 
Roosevelt 

Heavy congestion from Vernal to Roosevelt – 
heavy truck traffic – suggest 4 lanes each 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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direction  

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

Roosevelt TO 
Vernal P 134 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview High volume truck traffic / merge at 12 Mile 
Wash – M

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

General Slow truck merge causes delays and safety 
concerns from higher speed vehicles on US 40 – 
no accel/decel lanes 

Safety 03/07 w Stakeholder Intervie

Uintah County, 
Interview comments 

t TO 
Vernal 

P 134 tion SafeRoosevel Dangerous intersection US 40 at M Intersec ty 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uintah County, 
ents 

  US 40 / 500 S – unsafe / congested intersection Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Interview comm - address signal needs 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

  0 E – unsafe / congested Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview US 40 / 2500 S / 150
intersection - address signal needs 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

  Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview Congestion Vernal to Roosevelt 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

  Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Safety – 9 Mile Rd. intersection 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Bonanza Highway Design issues – SR 45 / US 40 Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Roosevelt TO 
Vernal 

rnal Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Additional passing lanes Roosevelt to Ve
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UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal  lanes – west end of Vernal Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Widen to 4

UTSSD interview
comments 

 Highway 40 tion Safety Bonanza Modify intersection approach – SR 45 / US Intersec 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Roosevelt UTSSD is currently designing 2000 W which will 

to move traffic north 

west end of Vernal 
/ US 40 will only make the congestion worse.  
Need additional traffic signals. 

Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
move traffic from SR 121 to US 40.  The 
intersection S will be at 1750 W.  This road will 
be a main road intended 
and south and to reduce congestion on SR 121.  
Increased development on the 

ent 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Duchesne  curve 
approaching MP 134 
Site distance limitation on US 40 Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

General of “No Passing”  Re-evaluate striping for location 
lanes throughout corridor 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Jensen Roadway deterioration on US 40 between Jensen 
and Colorado state line due to heavy truck traffic 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Duchesne Also damage at Pleasant Valley Rd., MP 134 
12 Mile Rd. 

and Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal US 40 roadway is narrow between MP 
141 

140 and Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

General New signals should include “Opticon” for 
emergency vehicle signal control 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal Narrow roadway at MP 149.6 Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

General Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Truck turning movements are difficult at many 
intersections – geometrics don’t work – need 
signage for trucks with turning info 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal 1500 W and 1750 W onto 
US 40 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview Additional traffic from 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal 0 W / US 40 – difficult 
visibility  

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview Angled intersection at 150

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal 
141 into the City of Vernal 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview New commercial development planned from MP 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal (Utah State) planned in Vernal for 
Fall 2008 – 135-140 acres – will cause 
increased traffic 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview New college 
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UTSSD interview 
comments 

General 

Now – 700 APD / Next yr – planned for 1500 
APD 

DevelopmOil and gas permit numbers; two years ago – 
300 approved permits to drill (APD)for the year / 

Growth/
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

General Hazardous waste in trucks – concern for ac
placard use and possible spills – inadequa
enforcement 

curate 
te 

Environmental 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Bridgela
Myton 

nd to wetlands between mental Concern for US 40 impacts to 
Bridgeland and Myton 

Environ 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Bridgelan
Myton 

d to es mental Concern for impacts to tribal lands and resourc
between Bridgeland and Myton 

Environ 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

General Lack of bike lanes on US 40 Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

General Lack of adequate shoulder width for safe bike 
and emergency use 

Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UTSSD interview 
comments 

Vernal City of Vernal desires separated bike / ped facility 
between Vernal and Roosevelt 

Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal inte
comments 

rview 

limit to 
00 S to 1500 S 

Vernal High speed entering Vernal – Near Wal-Mart, 
new bank, new Lowe’s Home Center (1500 S) 
and new hotels – consider lowering speed 
35 mph from 4

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal High accident volumes in Vernal Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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City of Vernal inte
comments 

rview al Vernal High speeds at Valley Overlook – west of Vern
on US 40 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal k Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Consider reducing speed to 50 mph at Overloo

City of Vernal inte
comments 

rview Vernal Truck traffic in Vernal – high speeds, unsafe for 
parallel parking due to close proximity of truck 
traffic 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Vernal Overlook is unsafe due to poor/lack of 
lighting 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal in
comments 

terview 
ider reducing speed to 35 mph 

before reaching 1500 S, Lowe’s, Wal-Mart area 

07 w Vernal Speed limit too high for safe travel at EB entrance 
to Vernal – cons

Safety 03/ Stakeholder Intervie

City of Vernal int
comments 

erview ety Vernal Evaluate the following intersections for 
congestion – due to new development; 000 S, 
200 W, 2500 W 

Intersection Saf 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal City prefers to move truck traffic out of City Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal in
comments 

terview ic causes 
congestion on US 40 with multiple intersections 
in Vernal 

Vernal A.M. / Noon / P.M. peak traff Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview Vernal Lack of protected left turn lanes, signals need 
nt 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments updating to include protected left turn moveme

– 5th E, 5th W and 1000 W   
City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Jensen to Naples Lack of turning lanes to reduce congestion – 
Jensen to Naples 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal inte
comments 

rview Vernal Lack of passing lanes causes congestion, delays, 
etc. – Vernal to Ouray Turnoff 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Congestion / safety for E and W traffic at 2500 
W  

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Large trucks create congestion, noise and 
hazardous materials concerns through Vernal – 
consider a truck route 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview General rnal and 
yton to 

 of lanes/passing 
lanes to reduce congestion and delays 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

Congestion / delays between Ve
Roosevelt, Roosevelt to Myton, M
Duchesne – insufficient number
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City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal US 40 Geometrics; Vernal Ave. / US 40 – can’t 
handle large trucks in their lane 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Signal at US 40 / Vernal Ave. not visible in early 
morning 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal US 40 / Ouray Turnoff – speed conflict with 
merging trucks – lack of accel/decel lanes    

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview Vernal / 1500 W – angled intersection – difficult Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

US 40 
visibility  

City of Vernal interview Vernal safety due to lane configuration at 

 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

Congestion / 
MP 140.1 and 140 at crest of hill at Valley 
Overlook and 2500 W – west of Vernal – limited
visibility for oncoming traffic at crest of hill 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General Consider speed reduction Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview Vernal adway at MP 140.9 – Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

Narrow US 40 ro
congestion 

City of Vernal interview Vernal US 40 Geometrics; Vernal Ave. / US 40 – can’t Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments handle large trucks in their lane 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General 
view UDOT standards to 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Need Access / Approach design guidelines from 
UDOT; Re
accommodate higher traffic volumes 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Signal timing causes traffic delays – 500 E, 500 
W, 1000 W 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Signal request at US 40 / 1000 W – due to 
existing congestion and anticipated traffic growth 

sign 03/07 

due to new Lowe’s Home Center development – 
check warrants 

De Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Poor sight distance – US 40 / 2500 W Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Poor sight distance – US 40 and Valley Ov
west of Vernal 

erlook Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview Vernal S 40 / Ouray Turnoff – for Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

Poor sight distance – U
WB traffic entering US 40 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal / Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview Utah State University development – US 40 
1750 W intersection; Difficult access, congestion, 
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lack of traffic gaps  

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Evaluate the following intersections for 
congestion – due to new development; 1000 S, 
200 W, 2500 W, See Lowe’s traffic study 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Vernal is becoming more a regional hub – re
USU development, etc. – this will create more 

tail, 
ent 

07 Stake w 

consistent higher traffic volumes in the future. 

Growth/Developm 03/ holder Intervie

City of Vernal interview General inage / Stormwater runoff includes Environmental 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

US 40 dra
hazardous materials 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General off Environmental 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Request UDOT manage and control US 40 run
– plan facilities to accommodate runoff as 
needed for 100 yr event  

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal UDOT Stormwater system does not work with City 
drainage system 

sign 03/07 De Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal City system cannot handle US 40 runoff capa
– and shou

city 
ldn’t have to 

l 03/07 w Environmenta Stakeholder Intervie

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal High unacceptable truck noise through Vernal – 
“No Jake Brakes” city regulation is in place 

. 03/07 w 

already 

Misc Stakeholder Intervie

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Large trucks are dirty  

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General US 40 runoff – hazardous chemicals, salts, oil, 
etc. into the irrigation ditches – UDOT must 

ntal 03/07 w 

control it’s runoff water 

Environme Stakeholder Intervie

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Congestion and visibility issues at the following 
Vernal locations; 5th W / US 40,  Vernal Ave / 
US 40 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal 1000 W / US 40 – 3 school access points – no 
protected left turn – misalignment of 1000 W, 

estrian 

confusion 

Bike/Ped 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview Naples to Vernal  spring dirt problems on US 40 – Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

Later winter and
Naples to Vernal 

City of Vernal interview Vernal pick up location info Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
comments 

Need school bus drop off /
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City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General mmunications on regular 
basis between UDOT and Cities 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Lack of adequate co

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

General ity of 
n 

Incorporate other city and area plans; C
Vernal transportation plan, Uintah Co. Recreatio
Special Services District, Transportation Special 
Services District 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Vernal interview 
comments 

Vernal A downtown revitalization plan is now underway – 
incorporate / coordination recommendations 
appropriate  

as 
07 w Misc. 03/ Stakeholder Intervie

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

 
es entering US 40 – lack of 

ty 03/07 w Naples   Trucks parked along US 40 block visibility from
side streets for vehicl
off street parking for trucks - @ 2500 S, etc.  

Safe Stakeholder Intervie

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples 
d uneven road 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Large trucks are causing roadway rutting – 
dangerous water buildup an
surface – can make vehicle control difficult 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples d safety concerns at the following 

0 

e congestion here due to 
ffic headed to oil fields 

at Bonanza 

  

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview  Congestion an
Naples intersections 
- 500 S / 1500 E / US 4
- 1000 S / US 40 
- 1500 S / US 40 
- 2500 S / US 40 – include school crossing 
- SH 45 / US 40 – hug
high volume large truck tra

- 1300 S / US 40 
- 1100 S / US 40 – a.m. / late afternoon / 
evening difficult visibility

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

 
– 

O.W. configuration problems  

Naples 1100 S / US 40 Narrow geometrics onto US 40
– don’t work for trucks – turn radius is too small 
state R.

  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

mands, no control and concern for 

Naples US 40 drainage into Naples City system or 
gulches is problem – city system can’t handle 
capacity de
hazardous materials 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples Naples ghting through Naples – poor 
Interview comments 

Insufficient street li
intersection lighting  

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

General US 40 needs beautification plan – include 
pedestrian amenities, lighting and aesthetic 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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enhancements 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples Access management – See City of Naples 
Transportation plan recommendations 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples 
 application and enforcement – 

 Need UDOT policy info to City of Naples to 
ensure common
consistency is the key to application of access 
management through city 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
ents 

Naples quate facility issue - Lack of off 
l Interview comm

Visibility / ade
street parking for trucks and cards to access loca
services; 7-11 convenience store, etc. 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
ents 

Naples  by 
nd 
s on 

Interview comm
Hazardous materials in transport through town
trucks – includes dirty trucks that leave dirt a
debris, along with some hazardous material
streets of Naples  

Environmental 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

 Environmental impacts from road dust through 
town 

Environmental 03/07 Stakeholder Interview City of Naples 
Interview comments 

General

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples crossing at 2500 S Safety concern for pedestrian 
/ US 40 

Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples nd Power poles in sidewalk are hazard to bike a
peds – west side of US 40 

Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

General US 40 striping is not reflective for night view Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples h 

ll from City to 

Sand, dirt and salt buildup on US 40 throug
town – UDOT does not clean up soon or 
frequently enough; Requires ca
UDOT before action is taken, Causes reduced 
visibility from dust, Environmental impacts from 
road dust  

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

General Inadequate US 40 road surface crack filling
damage from large trucks – occasion of bad 
slurry application by UDOT 

 – Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
ents 

Naples ass data and plan 
Interview comm

Incorporate Naples byp
recommendations into the US 40 Study 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

City of Naples 
Interview comments 

Naples ples City Transportation Plan Incorporate Na
recommendations into the US 40 Study 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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City of Naples 
Interview comments 

General Note to UDOT:  Fund the 
Implementation of the Plan! – dedicate funds to 
complete the plan’s project recommendations 

Administrative 

over time as needed.  

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

 

are not developed, 
d. 

General Recommend development of 4 lanes throughout
corridor to address traffic volumes, reduce 
congestion and delays, improve safety, reduce 
conflicts with trucks and accommodate future 
traffic volumes.  If 4 lanes 
then the following improvements are suggeste

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance, 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

  MP 114.6 to 114.72 – Extend two lane across 
Cottonwood Bridge WB 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance, 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

  MP 114 to 116.59 – Rotomill and repave 
Roosevelt Main St.  

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,
Fred Preibe – Roose

 
velt 

of   MP 114 – 116.59 – Remove approx. 1500 ft. 
42” irrigation water line that runs in the outside 
lane – Install new replacement drain system 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Mainten
Fred Preibe – Roosev

ance, 
elt 

g   MP 116.59 to 116.72 – Extend two lane enterin
Roosevelt from east in WB lane 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,
Fred Preibe – Roose

 
velt 

 
ne 

  MP 120.10 to 121 – Extend passing lane WB at
Ft. Duchesne intersection to existing passing la
on hill top if traffic signal is installed 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance, 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

  ne MP 122.5 to 124.44 – Add permissive turn la
with wide shoulders 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance, 
oosevelt 

   to 129.5 or to the junction of US 40 Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Fred Preibe – R

MP 127.68
and 88 at MP 130.44 – Add passing lane WB 

UDOT Mainten
Fred Preibe – Roosev

ance, 
elt 

oth EB 
Rd. 

   MP 103.54 – Add acceleration lanes for b
and WB that turn from the Pleasant Valley 
onto US 40 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

94 | Appendix B: Comment Summary Database December 2007 



 

Commentor Issue Location Comment Summary Issue Category Date Source/Event 

UDOT Mainten
Fred Preibe – Roosev

ance, 
elt 

ve turn    MP 104.7 to MP 104.9 – Extend permissi
lane WB by the Myton store 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance, 
elt 

   – Extend four lane or add Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Fred Preibe – Roosev

MP 109.5 to 111.13
permissive turn lane with widened shoulder EB  

UDOT Maintenance, 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

  Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Narrow roadway throughout – safety concerns  

UDOT Maintenance, 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

  Inadequate passing lanes cause safety concerns
and delays; short lengths

 
, stops at top of hills, 

etc. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance, 
Fred Preibe – Roosevelt 

  Narrow shoulders, insufficient width for 
emergency pulloff – widen throughout corridor  

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  General issues / comments / priorities – US 40 is 
congested in many areas (especially east end of 
the corridor from Duchesne to Naples) due 
increasing traffic volumes and especially due to 
heavy truck traffic.  Safety and congestion issues 
exist due to insufficient number and length of 
passing lanes, lack of dedicated turn lanes and 

oulders that 
don’t provide adequate space for emergency 

ion  

accel / decel lanes at high volume truck-use 
roadways to separate high speed highway traffic 
from merging vehicles and narrow sh

vehicle pulloffs.   

Congest 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  es to be addressed are 1) 
Intersections, 2) turn lanes and 3) shoulders  

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Priorities for issu

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

   
US 40 – conflict with slow moving trucks 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 130.4 – dangerous access from SH 88 onto

accessing highway – need accel lane for EB and 
WB 
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UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  MP 133.2 – access to disposal plant has conflicts 
with slow moving vehicles  – access S side – 
needs accel / decel lanes 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  MP 134 (12-Mile Rd.)- access conflict and limite
sight distance - with slow moving trucks entering 
and leaving US 40 – needs protected left turn 

d 

lane into 12-Mile Rd.     

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  Narrow shoulders throughout corridor – 
insufficient width for emergency pulloff – suggest 
widening of gravel shoulders and elimination of 

sign 03/07 

guardrails  

De Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  
ss to N side development 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 140.6 to MP 140.8 – congested / difficult 
acce

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

   
to vehicles leaving US 40 onto 500 W – lack of 
protected left turn lane onto 500W SB 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview MP 143.8 (500 W) – delays and congestion due

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 141.2 – existing box culvert is too high on the 
east side 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Policy Issue:  current developer requirements are 
insufficient to pay for needed improvements to 
address development impacts 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Policy Issue:  UDOT needs more involvement in 
the local development approval process to 
address issues / solutions sooner 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  MP 145.4 to 148.4 – no drainage control
runoff from US 40, borrow ditches are now g
due to development, some runoff is now runn

 for 
one 
ing 

onto private lands w/o control 

n Desig 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  MP 149.8 – turning conflicts due to lack of 
protected left turn lane EB past Pleasant Valley 
Acres 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  MP 149.5 to MP 157 – Narrow shoulders – 
suggest widening to minimum of 8 ft. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance,  
Rod Thurgood – Vernal 

  MP 146 to MP 147 – rutted roadway from heavy 
truck use 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UDOT Maintenance 
 

   the Daniels Canyon – Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberry

Narrow shoulders through
no room for emergency pulloffs 

UDOT Maintenance 
y 

  Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberr

MP 27 – creek is too close to edge of roadway  

UDOT Maintenance 
y 

  MP 30.4 to MP 31.28 – insufficient number of Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberr lanes for safety and traffic volumes – suggest 

adding a 3rd lane 

UDOT Maintenance 
y 

  of lanes Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberr

Heber to Canyon – insufficient number 
for capacity and safety – suggest developing 4 
lanes throughout this section 

UDOT Maintenance 
y 

  MP 21 – MP 23 (Deep Creek area) – rock fall on Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberr roadway 

UDOT Maintenance 
y 

  ildlife strikes Wildlife 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberr

MP 25.4 (Whiskey Springs) – w

UDOT Maintenance 
y 

  ay, primarily in Wildlife 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Stacy Davis, Strawberr

MP 24 to MP 32 – cattle on roadw
fall 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 

Daniels Canyon 
presents safety 

ences 
 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

MP 24 – 37 (through Daniels Canyon) – livestock 
on roadway, especially in fall – 
hazard for motorists and livestock - control f
lacking – lack of determination on responsibility
for fence maintenance to control cattle 
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Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

aniels Canyon 
55  

D High accident rate at MP 54 (Deep Crk to 
Current Creek – accidents on curve at MP 54-

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 

Heber City s stops directly on US 40 – causes 
traffic backups, dangerous conditions for 
pedestrians, unsafe passing after bus stop is 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

comments 

School bu

relieved and traffic resumes 

Wasatch County Daniels Canyon Dangerous access to Daniels Summit Lodge – 

than US 40 traffic causing conflicts and safety 
concerns 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

cross traffic movements into Lodge are 
unprotected and merging traffic is much slower 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 

eneral 

comments 

G Consider adding a dedicated left turn lane and 
accel/decel lanes  

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 

General 
ith trucks – consider 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Majority of corridor is congested due to high 
traffic volumes and conflicts w
4 lane divided highway full length  

Wasatch County 

comments 

Daniels Canyon MP 31 - reduction in lanes from 3 to 2  Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 

aniels Canyon 
of roadway – both sides of US 40 – safety 

hazard 
comments 

D MP 31 – lack of guardrail – steep drop on west 
side 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

General Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Angled intersections present visibility / safety 
concern throughout corridor – suggest 
straightening where feasible 
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Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

  Tammy Lane approach at project beginning
steep slope up to US 40 – difficult approach and 
visibility issue   

 –  Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Daniels Canyon e of /Developm360+ unit development at Soldier Crk – S sid
US 40 at MP 50.7 – includes a hotel 

Growth
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Daniels Canyon Daniels Summit Lodge – expansion is planned 
twice it’s current size 

at /DevelopmGrowth
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County Daniels Canyon  development will cause traffic Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Soldier Crk
conflicts for at access from US 40 -  ingress / 
egress 

ent 

Wasatch County Heber City Bus stops on US 40 – unsafe conditions for both Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

pedestrians and vehicle ent 

Wasatch County General Consider requiring new development for 
y 

– add policy to UDOT regs and County regs as 
appropriate 

Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

residential areas to include bus stops off highwa ent 

Wasatch County General Wasatch Co. is currently experiencing 6% annual Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

growth ent 

Wasatch County Daniels Canyon MP 25 – elk on roadway – through Daniels 

lk 

Wildlife 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Canyon, at Whiskey Springs from east side of US 
40, etc. – dangerous to motorists and e
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Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

General mental Hazardous materials in trucks – many placards 
are wrong 

Environ 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Daniels Canyon No protected bike facility between Heber and 
Strawberry; Consider adding separated bikepath  

Bike/Pedestrian 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Daniels Canyon Insufficient UDOT maintenance on ROW fence 
through Daniels Canyon 

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Wasatch County 
Council and County 
Sheriff, Interview 
comments 

Daniels Canyon Desire to retain the Strawberry district 
maintenance shed  

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg General Dangerous passing – due to insufficient number 
of and length of passing lanes 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg General Substantial traffic volume increase due to oil and 
gas development 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg General Long delays and congestion especially be
Duchesne and east end of corridor 

tween Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg General  Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview Insufficient lane capacity to handle current traffic
volumes 

UHP, Lt. Chugg Roosevelt 

lumes without delays and congestion 

Roosevelt – delays and congestion – insufficient 
lane numbers and capacity to accommodate 
traffic vo

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg General Roosevelt to Vernal – congestion and delays due 
to insufficient lane capacity / lack of passing 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

lanes – especially at a.m. / p.m. peak hours 
UHP, Lt. Chugg   Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Bridgeland Junction 

UHP, Lt. Chugg   Pleasant Valley Rd. Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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UHP, Lt. Chugg   Access to U-Petroleum Store in Myton – no 
protected left turn  

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg   L and L Corner in Roosevelt Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg Naples Naples – conflicts with cars and trucks merging
on and off US 40 

 y Intersection Safet 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg Naples Conflicts in Naples near new industrial park – 
truck access is difficult causes delays and 

Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

congestion 
UHP, Lt. Chugg Naples Naples Industrial Park - Accel / decel lane 

striping is confusing 
Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg Bridgeland to 
Myton 

Narrow shoulders throughout the corridor – 
especially Bridgeland to Myton – insufficient width 

ing, traffic 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

makes for unsafe for emergency stopp
stops, etc.  

UHP, Lt. Chugg Myton West Myton to Vernal Bench – passing lane is too 
short to accommodate traffic volumes – drivers 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

are making unsafe passing decisions to avoid 
delays 

UHP, Lt. Chugg Duchesne MP 136 – short sight distance and short passing 
lane 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

UHP, Lt. Chugg Vernal Vernal Truck Route – incorporate into US 40 
plans to lessen truck traffic through town 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uinta NF, Heber
Ranger District, 

 
John 

Campbell 

anyon Daniels C Daniels Canyon - insufficient lane capacity and 
passing opportunities to meet traffic demands 

Congestion  03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uinta NF, Heber 
ohn 

General Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Ranger District, J
Campbell 

Speeds too high 

Uinta NF, Heber 
Ranger District, John 

eneral s due to growth and 
development, especially due to the oil and gas 

nd of the corridor 
ent 

Campbell 

G Higher traffic volume

industry in the east e

Growth/Developm 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
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Uinta NF, Heber 
Ranger District, John 
Campbell 

aniels Canyon 

accommodate such high summer 

Strawberry Reservoir) toilet facilities will be closed 

D Overuse of Forest Service toilet facilities by 
highway travelers – Forest Service staff and 
budget cannot 
usage – up to 4 of the non-lake side (near 

down summer of 2007. 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Uinta NF, Heber 
ohn 

General s seeking partnerships with 
 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Ranger District, J
Campbell 

the Forest Service i
UDOT for operation and maintenance of toliet
facilities to meet traveler needs without exceeding 
Forest Service budget 

Uinta NF, Heber 
Ranger District, John 

Canyon 
nance – potholes, mud, etc. – 

Campbell 

Daniels The pullout west of Daniels Summit needs 
improved mainte
needs improved grading and perhaps more 
gravel  

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Thomas Greer, 
supervisor of the 

Entry 

Vernal 
pull out on Hwy 40 in the Vernal area 

d Clasby (MC Div. Director) in the planning 

Growth/Developm
ent 

03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Daniels Port of 

UDOT Motor Carrier Division is in the process of 
planning a 
to be used for weighing & inspecting commercial 
motor vehicles.  It would be a good idea to 
consult with Ronald Butler (MC Manger), and 
Richar
process of Hwy. 40 in that area. 

 LaDawn Moon Heber to 
ne 

rst comment is that the lines are too faint 
d 

inter.  

Maintenance 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 
Duches

 My fi
from Heber to Duchesne.   They are really har
to see at night and especially during the w
There are a few places that are worse than 
others. 

 LaDawn Moon Duchesne to 
Roosevelt 

m 
Duchesne to Roosevelt.  Once you get behind a 
truck (which is often) there are few places to pass 

 many side roads off the main 
highway which create no passing areas.  We 
don't drive to Vernal as often but there are similar 
needs for passing lanes from Roosevelt to Vernal 
also. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview And it would be nice to have passing lanes fro

since there are so
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 LaDawn Moon General My other comment is that HWY 35 is paved 
to often - it does NOT need it every two yea
lived in Hanna and have never seen a road 
repaved so often especially when it wasn't 
needed.   That road does not get near enough 
traffic to justify that amount of expediture.  There 
are so many other roads that

way 
rs.  I 

 money could be 
used to improve 

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Deborah Y. Chatham
Uintah School 

, 
District, 

Ft. Duchesne W. 
ol 

Roosevelt to 
Jensen 

are trying to turn left 
it 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Russell Todd Scho

Highway 40 from Roosevelt to Jensen does not 
have enough left turn lanes.  Accidents happen 
regularly because people 
into their property, and get rear-ended or h
head-on by oil trucks and other vehicles.  

Deborah Y. Chatham, 
Uintah School District, 

 
ol 

Ft. Duchesne serious concern is that right in front of 
my school in Ft. Duchesne, there are no school 

 front 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Ft. Duchesne W.
Russell Todd Scho

Another 

zone signs and the speed limit does not slow 
down to 20 mph when lights are flashing.  This is 
a serious concern for the children of Todd 
School. I would likee to see a school zone in
of Todd School. 

Deborah Y. Chatham, 
Uintah School District, 

 
Russell Todd School 

Ft. Duchesne 
40.  Vehicles are 

ts 

 
ot on 

 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Ft. Duchesne W.

there is no right turn lane for people turning into 
Todd's parking lot on Highway 
going 60 + mph and there are regular acciden
there when cars slow down to turn into Todd's 
parking lot, and are then rear-ended. I would like
to see a right turn lane into Todd's parking l
Hwy 40.

Deborah Y. Chatham, 
Uintah School District, 
Ft. Duchesne W. 
Russell Todd School 

Roosevelt to 
Vernal 

More passing lanes between Roosevelt and 
Vernal.  Truck traffic is slow and many vehicles 
are passing unsafely because there aren't any 
passing lanes. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Deborah Y. Chatham, 
Uintah School District, 
Ft. Duchesne W. 
Russell Todd School 

Roosevelt 
m Roosevelt through Gusher. 

Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview I would like to see a center turn lane on Highway 
40 fro
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Bruce Dart General I think the utility companies should be contacted 
and have them identify their lines, boxes, etc.  

Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Bruce Dart General s, Design 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Need center left turn lane, truck crossing sign
farmer crossing signs. 

Roosevelt City, 
Stakeholder interview 

Roosevelt Misc. 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Priorities for issues to be addressed are 1) Safety 
(operational and driver experience/happiness) 2) 
Congestion 3) Design 

Roosevelt City, 
Stakeholder interview 

Roosevelt Handicapped and small children crossin at 3rd 
South and US 40 (at Maverick), could use light. 

Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview 

Roosevelt City, 
Stakeholder interview 

Roosevelt Intersection Safety 03/07 Stakeholder Interview Add signal light at State street and  200 N. 

Central Utah Water General  and 

 

 are concerned about preserving 
 

ries is very sensitive, particularly with 

 
, as with Strawberry, we are 

concerned with preserving the water quality. The 
Strawberry River is crossed twice by U.S. 40. We 

erned about 
water quality and mintaining our ability to 
discharge and deliver water for agricultural, sport 
fishery, and endangered fish species 

Environmental 04/07- Letter from Central Utah 
Conservancy District, 
Terry J. Hickman 

We want to make you aware of the facilities
water deliveries that take place near or across 
U.S. 40. Depending on how close to Heber City
you bein your study area, we have secondary 
irrigation systems that we operate that cross U.S. 
40. We also have irrigation pipelines that cross 
near the mouth of Daniels Canyon. U.S. 40 sits 
on the north side of Strawberry Reservoir 
(Strawberry). We
the water qualtiy of Strawberry. The Water Hollow
Tunnel  crosses U.S. 40 at the "Ladders" area. 
This facility is a critical part of our water delivery 
operations. U.S. 40 also crosses Currant Creek, 
which receives discharges from Currant Creek 
Dam. The timing and amount of water discharge 
and delive
our requirements to maintain agricultural 
deliveries and a sport fishery along Current 
Creek. U.S. 40 crosses Starvation Reservoir via
Freedom Bridge

discharge water from Starvation Dam into the 
Strawberry River. We are always conc

05/07 Water Conservancy 
District, re: Corridor Study 
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purposes.U.S. 40 crosses the Duchesne River at 
Myton. We discharge flows into the Duchesne 
River from Starvation Dam and Knight Diversion 

s purposes. The District 
Dam for agricultural, sport fishery, and 
endangered fish specie
appreciates the opportuity to provide comments 
and would welcome a meeting with your 
planning team if you would like more information 
concerning our facilities and operations. 

Heber Ranger District, 
John W. Campbell  

General 

 

 

r the 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Email CATTLE:  In the past we have had problems when 
livestock get into 
the right-a-way there is really no place to get 
them off the road.  We 
have had a couple of meetings and some talk 
about construction of some 
small catch pens  to livestock could be herded off
the highway and  held 
until the permittee could haul them off.  The other
concern is that when 
permittees unload their cattle there is not enough 
room to get off the 
highway  and it is dangerous try to maneuve
trucks around to get 
them off highway. 
Areas where permittees have trouble either 
unloading or getting across 
the highway are Dry Canyon,  Center Canyon, 
Row Hollow, McGuire Canyon. 
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Heber Ranger District, 
John W. Campbell  

General 

led for 
d 

 them 

etsis 
excessive for being designed to accommodate 
winter recreation use.Many of them will be closed 
in the summer unless a partnership can 
bereached to offset the cost of maintaining the 
"rest areas". 

Maintenance 04/07-
05/07 

Email RESTROOMS:  There are 6 vault toilets along 
Hwy 40 at TelephoneHollow, Rock Quarry, 
Strawberry River, Coop Creek, Chicken Creek 
East,and the Ladders.  These were instal
winter recreation trailheadfacilities.It is estimate
that up to 75% of the use year-round use on 
thesetoilets is from highway travelers using
as rest areas.  Theoperation and maintenance 
costs to clean, stock, and pump these toil

Heber Ranger District, 
John W. Campbell  

Daniels Canyon DISPERSED RECREATION:  Daniels Canyon has 
a variety of dispersed 
(non-developed) recreation access points.  Right 
now recreation users 

r 
g 

Recreation 
Facilities 

04/07-
05/07 

Email 

simply pull off the side of the road to camp, hike, 
fish, etc.  Some 
recreation development for trailheads or angle
access would make usin
these areas much more safe. 

Heber Ranger District, 
John W. Campbell  

Daniels Canyon 

ind a pullout and barrier 

nd UDOT. 

Maintenance 04/07-
05/07 

Email SIGNS:  The signing from Daniels Canyon 
through Strawberry Valley 
could be significantly improved.  The Forest 
Service entrance sign in 
Daniels Canyon is beh
and is not easily 
visible. 
Improvement of the highway signing could be a 
joint project the US 
Forest Service a

Heber Ranger District, 
John W. Campbell  

General ong 

in 
fatalities, spills, and other damage.   Anything 

Safety 04/07-
05/07 

Email SAFETY:  Overall, safety is a big concern al
the highway.  There 
are serious crashes on the Heber Ranger District 
every year that result 
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done to improve safety 
would be beneficial. 

Heber Ranger District, 
John W. Campbell  

General 

lly 

Maintenance 04/07-
05/07 

Email PULLOUTS:  There are several pullouts along the 
highway that could 
maintained to a better standard, both functiona
and aesthetically. 

Anonymous Vernal s 

 vehicles stop in traffic to make left 

Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 Left turn lane at all intersections between Naple
and Jensen (or make three lanes). Too many 
accidents as
turns. 

Lewis G. Vincent Jensen We need in the worst way turning lanes at the 
above intersections (US 40 3700E/4000S, 
5500E/5000S, 6800E, 6000S, 7750E/6000S, 
8500E/6000S, 9000E/6000S, 9500E/6000S, 
AND US40/Hwy 149). What would be betteris 
turning lanes to 7775 East 6000 S then three 
lanes to 9500 E/6000S (Dinosaur Hwy). 

Public Meeting # 2 Safety 09/07 

Robert Riddle Wasatch County Livesotck ROW Fence needed in Daniels C
(MP 25-35), Fence Highway away from hi
at specific side canyons to reduce livestock 
strickes and increase safety for traveling people.

anyon 
ghway 

 

 Meeting # 2 Safety 09/07 Public

  Roosevelt 
on Myton Bench (from both 

Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 Need highway signage on US 40 for access to 
Mortensen Lane 
directions) 

  Roosevelt e Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 Additional passing lanes between Ballard and th
Twist 

  Roosevelt Mortensen lane Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 Left turn lane westbound on to 
(southeast turn) 

  Roosevelt in priority Misc Public Meeting # 2 Raise Project Q and R up 09/07 

  Roosevelt 
west side (MP 30-35), it’s the 

Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 Add third lane for passing in Daniel’s Canyon 
near summit on 
only remaining two lane segment. 
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  Vernal till needs widening (MP Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 Antelope Creek bridge s
97). 

  Vernal Center lane/ add lanes: Thre lanes or left turn 
lanes at intersections between Naples and Jensen 
(see map provided by citizen). 

Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 

  Vernal Uintah River bridges @ MP 102: need to add 
lanes 

Safety 09/07 Public Meeting # 2 

  Vernal Narrow intersection at 101 and U.S. 40.   09/07 Public Meeting # 2 

Jamie Brown Roosevelt and 
Ioka Turnoff, from 
basin builders to 

nsalation 
 in my area (vonsville 

 
s a 

Safety Public Meeting # 2 

stanco i

At highway 40 between roosevelt and the ioka 
turn off the speed is 65 there are bussiness and 
residential areas
subdivision).  75 new homes are going in but we 
have no turn lane and it is getting harder and 
harder to be able to turn on to the road from 
highway 40. The person behind you is not 
slowing down i wonder how many accidents  its
going to take be for this stretch of the road get
turn lane.( from basin builders to stanco 
insalation) 

09/07 

Audry Brittain Duchesne to 
Roosevelt 

ve 

 

Safety 09/07 Email The  much needed improvements being made 
this year between Duchesne and Roosevelt are 
very much appreciated.  Please continue to gi
thought and effort to upgrading the section of 
road between Roosevelt and Duchesne.  We 
travel to Roosevelt often for doctors' 
appointments and have observed motorists taking
risks when trying to pass because of long 
stretches of two lane roads.  Thank you for 
allowing me to comment. 

Audry Brittain General read in the newspaper next year 

 and portions of Hwy. 40 between 
I 

ever enough dollars to do all 
a lot of the 

al 
nd 

Misc 09/07 Email From what I 
more effort will be made to improve stretches of 
"the twists"
Vernal and Roosevelt.  I applaude your efforts.  
know there are n
you'd like to do.  However, it seems 
heavy truck traffic which originates in the Vern
or Roosevelt areas travels through Duchesne a
Fruitland on to Salt Lake City (especially the 
refineries).   
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Commentor Issue Location Comment Summary Issue Category Date Source/Event 

Elizabeth Hoschouer yton 

op in the traveling 
 

the hill.  Two coming north up the hill.  I stop at 
ars are 

tor to 
o 

North M
Bench 

I travel south on Hwy 40 along the top of North 
Myton Bench. Just before the road drops off the 
edge of the Bench, going down the hill toward 
Myton, I turn left onto the county road called 
Mortensen Lane.  It’s a dangerous place because 
I have to come to a complete st
lane.  There is only one lane going south down

the crest of hill and can hardly see if any c
coming up the hill.  I signal well in advance so 
cars following me will slow down.  There is no 
safety zone like a left turn lane.  I can hardly see 
Mortensen Lane because it is hidden behind a 
hill.  At night it is impossible to see the Lane until 
I have passed it and it’s too late to turn into it.  
There has never been a street sign or reflec
show us where the road is.  At night I have had t
watch for the break in the center striping of the 
double yellow line. That has been the extent of 
the very meager visual indicators. 

Safety 10/07 Email 

Elizabeth Hoschouer 
le 
 

de 
 Hwy 

 

ght I 

North Myton 
Bench 

 I went to the open house Sept 18, to request 
measures to make the turn safer and more visib
at night.  The rep wrote my requests on the erase
board.  It was too late to add a center left turn 
lane because road plans had already been ma
and the UDOT crew was already working on
40 along the top of North Myton Bench.  But it 
was NOT too late to implement my other 
suggestions.  Two days later I found that the
striping crew had striped right over where there 
used to be a break in the striping.  Now at ni
don’t even have a break in the striping to help 
me see where to turn.  And the crew left without 
even putting up a reflector.Thanks UDOT, you 
really care about public input at what I now know 
are phony public open houses.  It’s still not too 
late to correct the problem and save your good 
name.  Simply tar over a section of the center 
double yellow line and erect a reflector post. 

Misc. 10/07 Email 
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Appendix C: Mailing List 

Area/Organization First Name Last Name Address City State ZIP 

UHP, Uintah Basin Area Lt. Jeff Chugg 152 East 100 North Vernal UT  84078 
UHPWasatch County Area Lt. Randy Richie 1042 N. Jordanelle 

Rd. 
Heber City UT  84032 

UDOT Mtn Station, Vernal Area Rod Thurgood 318 North Vernal 
Ave. 

Vernal UT 84078 

UDOT Mtn Station, Roosevelt 
Area 

Fred Priebe UDOT Region 3, 
658 N 1500 West,  

Orem UT 84057 

UDOT Mtn Station, Duchesne 
Area 

George "Tyke" Kargis UDOT Region 3, 
658 N 1500 West,  

Orem UT 84057 

UDOT Mtn Station, Tabiona 
Area 

Paul Baum Field Box 462 Tabiona UT 84072 

UDOT Mtn Station, Strawberry 
Area 

Stacy  Davis  UDOT Region 3, 
658 N 1500 West,  

Orem UT 84057 

UDOT Mtn Station, Heber Area Val Davis  UDOT Region 3, 
658 N 1500 West,  

Orem UT 84057 

Area Supervisor, UDOT Region 
3 

Bob Westover 658 N 1500 W Orem UT  84057 

East Area Supervisor Ervan Rhoades 658 N 1500 W Orem UT  84057 
UDOT Region 3, Public 
Involvement Coordinator 

Geoff Dupaix 658 N 1500 W Orem UT  84057 

Uintah and Ouray Agency, BIA Chester D.  Mills, 
Superintendent 

988 South 7500 
East PO BOX130 

Ft. 
Duchesne 

UT  84026 

Uintah and Ouray Agency, Ute 
Indian Tribe 

Natchee Maxine, 
Chairperson 

PO BOX 190 Ft. 
Duchesne 

UT  84026 

DMJM Harris Mr. Kelly Harris 935 East South 
Union Avenue, Suite 
D-203 

Midvale UT  84047 

Uintah Transportation Special 
Service District 

Cheri  McCurdy P.O. Box 144  Vernal UT 84078 

Building, Zoning and Planning Matthew Cazier, Diretor 152 E 100 N (Third 
Floor)  

Vernal  UT  84078 

Chamber of Commerce   134 West Main Vernal UT  84078 
Commission Mike McKee, 

Chairman 
152 E 100 N   Vernal  UT  84078 

Facilities 
Maintenance/Management  

Kelly Hays, Title 
Facilities 
Supervisor 

147 E Main Vernal UT  84078 

Engineering 
Administration  1483 E 335 S Vernal UT  84078 

Uintah Recreation District Park Operations  134 W Main Vernal UT  84078 
Road Department Quenton  Johnson 1483 E 335 S Vernal  UT  84078 
Uintah County Sheriff John  Larsen 152 E 100 N Vernal  UT  84078 
Uintah County School District 635 West 200 

South 
Charles Nelson, 

Superintendent 
Vernal  UT  84078 

Flood Control/Highway 
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Area/Organization First Name Last Name Address City State ZIP 

Uintah County School District 635 West 200 
South 

Russell  Anderson, 
Transportation 
Coordinator 

Vernal  UT  84078 

Duche W Ha 734 N er Duc  U 84
Duchesne County Commission Larry  Ross  Duchesne UT 84021 

ne 

Planning and Zoning Kirk Wood North Center 
  

Duchesne UT 84021 

Community Development Michael Hyde ox 910 Duchesne UT 84021 

sne County Administrator   Duchesne UT 84021 

y Road Department Forrest Bird, Supervisor Duchesne UT 84021 

sne County Chamber of Irene Hanson 50 East 200 South Roosevelt UT  84066 

sne County Chamber of Alice  Larsen Roosevelt UT  84066 

Duchesne County Chamber of Linda Ludstrom Roosevelt UT  84066 

P, Section 5 
 Daggett 

Keith Squires Capt 152 East 100 North  Vernal UT 84078 

istrict 900 East 
6 

or PO Box 446 

  Roosevelt UT 84066 

 r   
nty Clerk/Auditor's Brent  25 N Main UT  84032 

Council Office and Chambers Steve  Farrell Heber UT  84032 
Wasatch County Manager Mike Davis  ain Heber UT 84032 

e y 40 ity  
Kent Berg, Director 805 West 100 South Heber City  UT  84032 

Summit and Wasatch Counties 
l S. ity 

ris llen, 
tation 

rth 

Director of the Utah t S.  ber of 
 Tribe 

 St.  e 
City  

Ute Indian Tribe, Fort Duchesne Cameron PO BOX 789 Fort 
ne 

UT  84026 

il, Ute Indian Tribe Maxine  Natchees, 
hairwoman 

PO Box 190 Fort 
ne 

UT  84026 

ffice  

 Main 

Heber Planning Department  Allen Fawcett 75 Main, Room 200 Heber City  UT  84032 
Heber Police Chief Ed Rhoades 301 South Main Heber  UT 84032 

sne County Commission .R. Rod rrison orth Cent hesne T 021 

Duchesne County Sheriff Merv  Gustin 21554 West 9000 
South P.O Box 985 
734 

Duches UT 84021 

Commission Street PO BOX 317
P.O. B

Administrator 
Duche 734 N Center PO 

Box 910 
20800 East River Count
Road 

Duche
Commerce 
Duche
Commerce 

50 East 200 South 

Commerce 
UH

50 East 200 South 

Duchesne, Uintah and
Counties 
Duchesne County School D

Lagoon 124-

Wasatch County Planning Office
Wasatch Cou

  
Titcomb 

188 S Main Hebe
Heber 

UT 84032 

Office 
25 N Main 
25 N M

Wasatch County Sherifff's Offic
Public Works 

  1361 S Highwa Heber C UT 84032 

UHP, Section 7  Lt. Michae  Mergin 1042 N Jordanelle 
Blvd 

Heber C uT  84032 

Wasatch School District K A
Transpor
Supervisor 

101 East 200 No Heber  UT  84032 

Executive 
Division of Indian Affairs 

Forres Cuch, Mem
Ute Indian
Cuch  

324 South State Salt Lak UT  84111 

Duches
Tribal Counc

C Duches
Heber City Main O Mark Anderson 75 North Main 

Street 
Heber  UT  84032 

Heber City Mayor David Phillips 75 North
Street 

Heber  UT  84032 
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Area/Organization First Name Last Name Address City State ZIP 

Duchesne Mayor  Clint Park PO BOX 974 e Duchesn UT 84021 
Roosevelt Mayor Cowan  Roosevelt UT 84066 

treet (36-8) 
 

nd  
Transportation 

isor 
nager Kent Bassett 447 East Main Vernal UT  84078 

ent  
BLM Gary Kenczka uth 500 East Vernal  UT 84078 

or PO Box 1428 

ct 
 

ounty Road Support Glen Murphy P.O.Box 356 Duchesne UT 84021 
, City Council d ne 

  E 650 N  Roosevelt UT 84066 
ro, 

irector 
90 

Roosevelt City Public Works Mitchell 255 South State  Roosevelt UT 84066 

ate 
 

lt 

ate 
 

velt 

 n tate elt 

Public Works 

Clyde Stansfield outh State  Roosevelt UT 84066 

Roosevelt Council Administrative 
Secretary 

Carolyn  255 South State 
Street (36-8) 

 Roosevelt UT 84066 

Street (36-8) 
nhulme e 

Street (36-8) 
evelt 

 
Street (36-8) 

evelt 

36-8) 
lt 

ncil 
36-8) 

lt 

n  
missioner 

Russell 255 South State
Street (36-8) 

Roosevelt City Manager Brad Hancock 255 South State 
S

Roosevelt UT 84066 

Roosevelt Chief of Police Rick Harrison 255 South State 
Street (36-8) 

Roosevelt UT 84066 

Community Planning a
Development 

Allen Parker, 

Superv

447 East Main 
Street, Vernal City 
Office 

Vernal UT 84078 

Vernal City Ma
Street, Vernal City 
Office 

Vernal City Police Departm   437 East Main St. 
170 So

Vernal UT  84078 

Forest Service   88 West 100 North Provo UT 84601 

Duchesne County, County 
School Distri

Mark Mecham P.O. Box 446  Duchesne UT  84021 

Duchesne County Sheriff 
Duchesne C

Travis Mitchell P.O. Box 985 Duchesne UT 84021 

City of Duchesne
City of Duchesne, Clinton Park 

Richar Ivis 165 South Center Duches UT 84021 

Duchesne County Special 
Services District 

Carrie Masca

Jay 
D

P.O. Box 3 Duchesne UT 84021 

Street (36-8) 
Roosevelt Planning Administrator Roger Eschler 255 South St

Street (36-8)
 Rooseve UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Public Works Cory  Dresk 255 South St
Street (36-8)

 Roose UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Public Works Rick  Harriso 255 South S
Street (36-8) 

 Roosev UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Kirby Wolfinger 255 South State 
Street (36-8) 
255 S

 Roosevelt UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Public Works 
Street (36-8) 

Wilcken 

Roosevelt City Council Robert Yack 255 South State  Roosevelt UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Council Dave Wooste 255 South Stat  Roos UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Council Guy Coleman 255 South State  Roos UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Council Lane  Yack 255 South State 
Street (

 Rooseve UT 84066 

Roosevelt City Cou Vaun Ryan 255 South State 
Street (

 Rooseve UT 84066 

Uintah County Commissioner Darlee Burns 152 E 100 N  Vernal UT 84078 
Uintah County Com David Haslem 152 E 100 N  Vernal UT 84078 
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Area/Organization First Name Last Name Address City State ZIP 

Uintah County Sheriff's Dept l Jeff Merril 152 E 100 N Vernal  UT  84078 
Uintah County Sheriff's Dept 
Uintah County Sheriff's Dept Keith Campbell Vernal  UT  84078 

y  
Vernal City Council  Cal Dee Reynold   Vernal UT 84078 

ent  
nt  

  

rks   rby 

Naples City Council Dale  Bowden Naples UT 84078 

s City Manager  

ouncil il nderson 

istrict l 
 

er 

h rth 

John  Laursen 152 E 100 N 
152 E 100 N 

Vernal UT 84078 

Uintah Co. Fire District Jerem Raymond 152 E 100 N 
447 East Main

Vernal  UT  84078 

Vernal City Road Departm Glade Allred 447 East Main  
447 East Main

Vernal UT 84078 
Vernal City Police Departme
Naples City Mayor 

Gary  
Dean 

Jensen 
Baker 

 
1420 E. Weatherby
Dr. 

Vernal 
Naples 

UT 
UT 

84078 
84078 

Naples City Public Wo Bruce Lee 1420 E. Weathe
Dr. 
1420 E. Weatherby 

Naples UT 84078 

Dr. 
Naple Craig Blunt 1420 E. Weatherby 

Dr. 
25 N Main St.  

Naples UT 84078 

Wasatch Co. C Ne A Heber City UT 84032 
Wasatch Co. Council 
Wasatch Co. Sherifff 

Val 
Ken 

Draper 
Van Wagonner 

25 N Main St.  
1361 S. Highway 40 

Heber City 
Heber City 

UT 
UT 

84032 
84032 

Uinta NF, Heber Ranger D John  Campbel P.O. Box 190  Heber City UT 84032 
Executive Director of the Utah 
Division of Indian Affairs 

Barry  Jensen P.O. Box 190 Ft. 
Duchesne 

UT 84026 

Uintah/Ouray Agency Dina Pelti P.O. Box 130 Ft. 
Duchesne 
Ft. 

UT 84026 

Uintah/Ouray Agency Karnal Murdock P.O. Box 130 
Duchesne 
Vernal 

UT 84026 

Uintah School District   161 N 1000 W  UT 84078 
Wasatch School District Wasatc

Education 
Center  

 101 East 200 No Heber UT  84032   

City of Ballard   2100 E 800 S  Ballard UT 84066 
City of Myton 
UDOT Systems Planning 

 
Dan 

 
Kuhn 

160 E Main  
P.O. 143600 

Myton 
Salt Lake 

UT 
UT 841

84052 
14-

City  3600 
FHWA Utah Division Reggie Lisle 00 Salt Lake UT 84118 

eers nd 

  
Division of Water Resources  Todd Stonely th 

 
Salt Lake UT 84114-

dlife rg 

dlife     

s 
ell  ity 

2520 West 47
South, Suite 9A 
PO Box 145610 

City 
Salt Lake Utah Division of Wildlife 

Resources 
Walt Donaldson 

1594 W. North 
Temple, Suite 2110 

City 
UT 84116 

US Army Corps of Engin Corey Lovela 533 West 2600 
South, Suite 150 

Bountiful UT 84010 

Simplot Phosphates LLC John Spencer 9401 N. Hwy 191
1594 W. Nor

Vernal UT 84078 

Temple, Suite 310
PO Box 146201 

City 6201  

Utah Department of Wil
Resources 

Miles Hanbu 152 E 100 N Suite 
#9 

Vernal UT 84078 

Utah Department of Wil
Resources 

Ashley Green 1115 N. Main St. Springville UT 84663 

Heber Ranger District, 
Recreation, Lands, Special Use

John  Campb 2460 S. Hwy 40
P.O. Box 190 

Heber C UT 84032 
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Appendix E:  Recommended Projects by Segment 

E.1 Segment 1: Daniels Canyon 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

O1 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 30.4 to MP 31.3 
D2 Passing lane (westbound) Multiple locations: between MP 23 and MP 21, MP 28 and 

MP 26, and MP 32.6 and MP 31 
X2 Reader boards At entry to Daniels Canyon 
A3 Camera Daniels Lodge 

E.2 Segment 2: Daniels Summit to Western Limit of 
Duchesne 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

S1 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 49.2 to MP 50.6, just east of the Soldier Creek arm of 
Strawberry Reservoir 

T1 Passing lane (westbound) MP 61.4 to MP 59.7, just east of the Wasatch County–
Duchesne County line 

F2 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 59.4 to MP 61, just east of the Wasatch County–
Duchesne County line 

G2 Intersection improvement MP 65.4, at intersection of US 40 and Red Creek Road 
H2 Bridge replacement MP 65.4, at intersection of US 40 and Red Creek Road 
I2 Passing lane (westbound) Somewhere between MP 46 and MP 35 (between 

Strawberry Reservoir and Daniels Summit) 
J2 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 43.3 to MP 44, near Strawberry Reservoir 
K2 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 68 to MP 69.2, near intersection of US 40 and SR 208 

(Piñon Ridge) 
N2 Passing lane (westbound) MP 61.5 to MP 60.5, near Fruitland 
O2 Passing lane (westbound) MP 70.9 to MP 70.2 
P2 Passing lane (eastbound) Somewhere between MP 82 to MP 84, just east of 

Starvation Reservoir 
Q2 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 51 to MP 51.4, just east of the Soldier Creek arm of 

Strawberry Reservoir 
U2 Turn Lanes (eastbound) MP 58.2, at intersection of US 40 and Currant Creek Road 

A3 Camera Piñon Rest Area at MP 70 
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E.3 Segment 3: Duchesne Urban Area 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

E1 Intersection improvement Intersection of US 40 and SR 87 at MP 86.5 

E.4 Segment 4: Eastern Limit of Duchesne to Western Limit 
of Roosevelt 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

K1 Turn lanes, acceleration/deceleration 
lanes 

MP 103.6, intersection of US 40 and Pleasant Valley Road 

L1 Interchange  MP 103.6, intersection of US 40 and Pleasant Valley Road 
N1 Widening (to four lanes) Entire segment 
P1 Interchange MP 96.9, intersection of Antelope Canyon Road 

(Bridgeland turnoff) and US 40 
U1 Passing lane (eastbound) Somewhere between MP 88 and MP 93, just east of 

Duchesne 
V1 Passing lane (eastbound) Somewhere between MP 93 and MP 103 
W1 Passing lane (westbound) Somewhere between MP 93 and MP 87, just east of 

Duchesne 
X1 Passing lane (westbound) Somewhere between MP 98 and MP 93 
Y1 Passing lane (westbound) Somewhere between MP 104 and MP 98 
Z1 Passing lane (westbound) MP 107.6 to MP 108.8 
A2 Interchange and turn lane MP 109.6, intersection of US 40 and SR 87 (Ioka Junction) 

E.5 Segment 5: Roosevelt and Ballard Urban Areas 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

G1 Widening (to three lanes) MP 115.2 to MP 116.6, Ballard 
H1 Passing lane (eastbound) MP 116.6 to MP 118.8, Ballard 
J1 Intersection improvement MP 114, L&L corner in Roosevelt 
S2 Concrete intersections Multiple locations in Roosevelt and Ballard, as needed  
T2 Bicycle path crossing MP 114.4 in Roosevelt 
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E.6 Segment 6: Eastern Limit of Ballard to Western Limit 
of Vernal 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

A1 Passing lane (both directions) MP 134 to MP 141, just southwest of Vernal 
B1 Intersection improvements MP 130.5, intersection of US 40 and SR 88 
C1 Interchange MP 130.5, intersection of US 40 and SR 88 
D1 Widening (to four lanes) Entire segment 
I1 Intersection improvements MP 141.2, intersection of 2500 West and US 40 just west 

of Vernal 
Q1 Passing lane (eastbound) Somewhere between MP 122 and MP 134, east of Fort 

Duchesne 
R1 Passing lane (westbound) Somewhere between MP 134 and MP 122, east of Fort 

Duchesne 
B2 Passing lane (westbound) MP 119.4 to MP 118, just east of Ballard 
W2 Interchange MP 121.4, intersection of US 40 and 7500 West in Fort 

Duchesne 

E.7 Segment 7: Vernal and Naples Urban Areas 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

F1 Intersection improvements Intersection of US 40 and US 191 in Vernal at MP 144 
M1 Traffic signal MP 148.3, intersection of US 40 and SR 45 in Naples 
R2 Concrete intersections Multiple locations in Vernal and Naples, as needed 

E.8 Segment 8: Eastern Limit of Naples to SR 149 

Project Type of Project Milepost/Location 

C2 Passing lane (eastbound) Somewhere between MP 150 and MP 157 
E2 Passing lane (westbound) Somewhere between MP 157 and MP 150  
M2 Turn and median lanes Multiple locations between Naples and SR 149 
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E.9 All or Multiple Segments 

Project Type of Project  Segments 

L2 Bicycle lane striping 3, 5, and 7 
V2 Drainage improvements All 
Y2 Cameras All 
Z2 Informational signs All 
Plan-1 Safety plan All 
Plan-2 Emergency response plan All 
Plan-3 Access policy plans 3, 5, and 7 
Plan-4 Wildlife crossing plan All 
Plan-5 Truck route plans 3, 5, and 7 
Plan-6 Drainage plans All 
Plan-7 Speed study All 
Plan-8 ITS plan All 

Plan-9 USFS Coordination Plan 1 and 2 

 



 

December 2007  Appendix E: Recommended Projects by Segment | E-5 

 

Figure E-1. General Locations of Non-Passing Lane Recommended Projects 
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Appendix F:  Example Agreements 

F.1 Resolution  
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Corridor Preservation Agreement 
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Intergovernmental Agreement 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

ADAMS COUNTY, 
THE CITY OF BRIGHTON, 

THE CITY OF COMMERCE CITY, 
THE TOWN OF EATON, 

THE CITY OF FORT LUPTON, 
THE TOWN OF GILCREST, 
THE CITY OF GREELEY, 

THE TOWN OF LASALLE, 
THE TOWN OF PLATTEVILLE, 

WELD COUNTY, 
AND 

THE STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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Memorandum of Understanding 
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Public-Private Agreement 
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Example Agreement for US 40 

 

Corridor Preservation and Access Management on US 40 in Wasatch County, 
Duchesne County, Uintah County, and in the municipalities of Duchesne, 

Roosevelt, Vernal, and Naples. 

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Cooperative Agreement for Corridor Preservation and Access Management 

 

This Cooperative Agreement, made and entered into this________________ day of 
__________________, 20__, by and between the Utah Department of Transportation (Herein referred to 
as UDOT) and ___________________, a political subdivision of the State of Utah, herein after referred 
to as _____________. 

 

Witnesseth: 

WHEREAS;  to facilitate traffic flow and property access in a coordinated and safe manner along the US 
40 corridor for the portion that runs through________________, State of Utah, the parties hereto desire to 
designate specific access management and corridor preservation elements; and 

WHEREAS;  UDOT has determined by formal finding through the development and application of the 
US 40 Corridor Plan that regulation of intersection and access points for future highway improvements is 
not in violation of the laws of the State of Utah or any legal contract with the ____________. 

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT is made to set out the terms and conditions under which said 
rights of way shall be preserved, and accesses along US 40 will be managed. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, it is agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows: 
(1) To facilitate traffic flow along US 40 in ____________, the City/County developed in 

cooperation with UDOT a Master Stationing Plan [Yet to be Developed].  This plan 
implements the intent of the US 40 Corridor Plan within the City/County, and when paired 
with the access stationing map and sheet [Yet to be Developed] shows the specific access 
management elements necessary to simultaneously maintain traffic flow, provide access to 
existing and anticipated development, and protect public safety.  The Key access 
management elements here agreed upon are as follows: 

1. Opening, closing, and widening of the accesses will be phased as the area develops.  The 
Map and stationing document (Yet to be developed) identify the limited access opening 
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width.  Regardless of the width of the limited access opening, only one access or a 
City/County road connection will be allowed per opening. 

2.  

3. 

4. 

5.   

This area of the Agreement is reserved for details of the stationing plan.  It will detail what 
accesses are to be closed, which will remain open, and which will move, or become joint 
accesses serving multiple properties, as well as any proposed new access locations. 

(2) The following locations are identified for future traffic signal installation.  Actual installation 
will be determined by traffic control criteria as warranted. 
a. Identify intersections 

 
(3) The parties hereto agree that proposed traffic signals will only be installed at the identified 

intersections (2)a-__, as they become warranted.  The City/County understands and agrees to 
the UDOT warranting process and criteria.    
 

(4) This section would discuss the timing of major projects and what they are, and where they 
are located on the STIP.  As an example it might say: “At the time of this agreement there are 
two STIP Projects identified in the Vernal area (i.e. the area which this agreement would 
cover).  They are: a. Signalization of Hwy 40 and 2500 W (Add appropriate STIP 
numbering and Identifiers)  b. Intersection modification between 500 W and 500 E 
changing the intersections to concrete (Project Number, and appropriate Identifiers). 
 

(5) The City/County will act as the receiving agent for all requests for access onto US 40.  The 
City/County will forward requests that are in accordance with the Cooperative Corridor 
Preservation and Access Management Agreement to UDOT for processing and request for 
approval from the Federal Highway Administration.  The Federal Highway Administration 
must approve all requests for changes to the Limited Access.  Accesses and any work on the 
right-of-way must be permitted. 
 

(6) Based on future consideration and needs, this Cooperative Corridor Preservation and Access 
Management Agreement may need to be amended from its original form.  Any amendment to 
this agreement shall require the written concurrence of both the City/County and UDOT.  At 
a minimum the agreement will be revisited every three years to assess and if needed address 
changes to land use conditions on the corridor. 
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IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be executed by their duly 
authorized officers as the day and year first above written. 

 

 

ATTEST   CITY/County, A political subdivision of the State of Utah 

_______________ By_________________________________ 

_______________      _________________________________ 

Title____________ Title________________________________ 

Date:___________ Date:_______________________________ 

 

 

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL:  UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 

By:_______________________________  Date:________________________ 

 UDOT Region__ Director 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By:_______________________________  Date:_________________________ 

 Attorney General 

By:_______________________________  Date:_________________________ 

 “UDOT Comptroller Office Contract Adminis 
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Appendix G:  Typical Cross Sections for the US 40 Corridor 

Two-Lane and Three-Lane 
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Four-Lane and Five-Lane Urban 
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